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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Tur Taxine Masrersuip, vacant by the death of the late Mr. 
SHapwELL, has been accepted by Mr. Jonn V. Lonanovrye, of the 
firm of Lonesourns, Lonenovrng, & Srevens, of No. 7, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields. Mr. Lonezourne was admitted in 1855, and is a 
member of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 





Tue Treasury Mrxvute, which we print elsewhere, appears, to 
some extent, to explain the happy readiness of the judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division to undertake the whole business of the 
circuits. Each judge who goes circuit in future will be paid an 
allowance of £7 10s. for each day on which he is necessarily absent 
from London, also his actual railway fares; and the necessary 
travelling expenses of his clerks will also be paid. Reckoning the 
average time occupied by a winter or summer circuit at thirty-one 
days, this will give each judge who goes circuit an allowance of 
£232 10s., out of which he will have to pay the travelling expenses 
of his marshal and of his servants, other than his clerks; and the 
subsistence of himself and his retinue. The total cost to the 
country of the new arrangement is estimated at about £3,000 a 
year. 





THE REJECTION, in Committee of the House of Commons on 
Monday, of clause 3 of the Royal Courts of Justice Bill, which 
proposed to provide that ‘‘there shall be paid out of the court 
fees the annual sum of seventeen thousand five hundred pounds 
subject to redemption as hereinafter provided,” since it negatives 
the main object of the Bull, will probably result in the with- 
drawal of the Bill. Whether this is so or not, the profession and 
the public are to be congratulated on the failure of one of the 
most unreasonable proposals which ever emanated from the 
Treasury. The total eost of the courts and offices was rather 
over two millions. The Chancery Suitors’ Fund contributed a 
million towards this cost, and about five millions of Consols and 
eash have been appropriated by the National Debt Commissioners 
from suitors’ funds in the Courts of Chancery and Bankruptcy ; 
yet the proposal was that suitors should be made to pay a rent 
of £17,500 a year for buildings which have already been practi- 
cally paid for out of suitors’ funds. The debate on the clause 
elicited from the Solicitor-General an opinion that “some of the 
fees were excessive, and might be prudently revised”; and it 
may be hoped that effect will be speedily given to this suggestion. 





A VERY rPoRTANT PornT affecting sheriffs’ officers, under the 
46th section of the new Bankruptcy Act, was recently decided by 
Cave, J., in a case of In re W. and J. Ludford. The uestion 
was whether the sheriff was entitled to include “‘ poundage” in his 





ever contemplated by the Legislature, and sheriffs’ officers are very 
reasonably protected by the section as now interpreted. 





In tHe course of his judgment in the case of McMurray v. 
Jackson in the House of Lords, on Monday last, the Lord Chan- 
cellor said that 


‘* When the appeal came on the appellant appeared in person, but their 
lordships soon 2 gene a that they were not likely to receive from him that 
assistance which was desirable, and the Learing was postponed to enable 
him to be represented by counsel. When the case was in called on, 
counsel appearing for him commenced —_ it with ability and discre- 
tion, and was still proceeding when their pdibips adjourned for that day. 
On the next day their lordships were informed that the retainer of that 
learned counsel had been withdrawn, and the appellant insisted upon 
going on with the case himself. Their lordshi might, peeeae have 
been justified under such circumstances in declining to hear him, but they 
thought it more proper that he should be heard.” 


It is obvious that the House is beginning to experience the grave 
inconvenience that must result from the frequent appearance of 
“the suitor in person.” When he appears only occasionally, and 
at long intervals, and im cases not involving difficult questions, 
he is treated with much lenity ; or if the suitor in person happens 
to be a lady, with benevolent complaisance ; and if her appearance 
and manners are prepossessing, with deferential benignity. But it 
is quite a different matter when the court finds its time frequently 
taken up with harangues by suitors in in cases involving 
legal questions of great difficulty. No court, and least of all the 
supreme tribunal, can, in such cases safely dispense with skilled 
‘‘ assistance” ; yet the practice of allowing a party to appear in per- 
son in the House of Lords is too well settled to be abolished except by 
the Legislature. It has become a matter of course that an appel- 
lant or respondent in that House should be allowed to argue his 
own case if he desires to do so, and since Dalrymple v.. Campbell, 
in 1770 (which appears to be the first recorded instance of the 
practice) down to the recent case, no attempt seems to have been 
made to limit or question the right. Indeed, it appears to be 
settled that, if a party to the appeal, who desires to argue his owr 
case, is in prison, the House, on petition, :will issue an order to the 
prison-keeper requiring him to bring the party to the bar of the 
House in order that he may be heard on his own behalf (Macqueen 
H. L. Practice, p. 213). In Rowe v. The King (June 24, 183!) 
where such an order was made, there was added to the order a 
proviso ‘that, in the event of the said petitioner being so brought 
over, he be held bound to argue his case in person at the bar of 
this House.” It may, therefore, probably be concluded that the 
postponement of McMurray v. Jackson to enable the appellant to 
obtain the assistance of counsel was with his consent, and in con- 
sequence of a suggestion only from the House that it would be for 
his interest to take this course. But after he had been heard by 
counsel, it seems clear that the House might have refused to ailow 
him to appear again in person. If the party who argues his own 
ease is prevented by sudden illness from concluding his argument, 





the House will postpone the further hearing, and, on a petition 


| being presented, will allow the petitioner to be heard by counsel 


charges in a case where he had seized under an execution, but had | (Dillon v. Parker, 1 Cl. & Fin. 303); but in general the rule that 
a 


not sold before the debtors filed a petition in bankruptcy and a 
receiving order was made against them thereunder. 
provides for the goods of the debtor in such a case to be delivered 
to the official receiver or trustee; ‘‘ but the costs of the execution 
shall be a charge on the goods so delivered.” Upon these words 
the sheriff contended that he was entitled to include ‘ poundage ” 
upon the judgment debt, but his claim to do so. was disallowed, it 
being held that his right to ‘“ poundage” only arises when he 

omes possessed of money ready to hand over to the execution 
ereditor. It appears to us that a decision allowing the claim under 
wueh circumstances would have gone very far beyond what was 


Section 46 | y. Chaplin, 10 C. B., at p. 363) will be appli 


party cannot be heard both by himself and by counsel (ewfon 
The point, how- 


ever, to which special attention should be di is the ingenious 


penalty which the House has now provided for the discouragement 


of the suitor in person. The Lord Chancellor gravely remarked 
thrt, although the y erg must be allowed, and there was error in 
the orders appealed from, ‘ the ibility for that error rested 


‘more with the appellant himself than with the learned judges by 


whom they were made. The sum paid into court by the appellant 
and the costs paid by him must be repaid, but inasmuch as the 
appellant had throughout overlooked the points which were in his 


35 









. Grex did not receive anything from the estate. 
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favour and had insisted upon others which were untenable, no costs 
of the present appeal would be allowed.” 





Ix Last wEEk’s issur of the Wrexty Reporter (p. 735) the reader 
will find a report of the decision, on appeal, of the case of In re Jones 
(reported in the court below, L. R. 24 Ch. D. 583), which seems 
to settle a doubtful point arising under the Settled Land Act. It 
also, perhaps, affords some illustration of the kind of reasoning 
which the courts are disposed to apply to the Act. A testator 
who died in 1877 had, by his will, devised his estates to trustees 
for aterm of 2,000 years, for the purpose of raising certain sums 
of money amounting together to the sum of £45,000; and subject 
thereto, to certain other trustees, without impeachment of waste, 
during the life of his son-in-law Colonel Grey, with remainders 
over. The last-mentioned trustees were to enter into possession 
and manage the estates during Colonel Grey’s life; and after pay- 
ing expenses of management, interest on incuwbrances, and other 

ified charges, to pay the balance to Colonel Gazy during his 
life, There were other incumbrances to the amount of £80,000 
upon the property, prior to the charges created by the will; and 
whole income being exhausted in providing for them, Colonel 
The question 


+ was whether, under these circumstances, he was, or had the 
“powers of, a tenant for life under the Settled Land Act. The whole 


court consisting of Lords Justices Baccattay, Corroy, and Bowen, 
agreed in affirming the decision of Vice-Chancellor Bacon, that 
Colonel Grey had and could exercise the powers in question; but 
they seem to have come to that conclusion not all by precisely 
the same route. Section 2, sub-section (5), enacts that the person 
who is for the time being, under a settlement, beneficially entitled 
to possession of settled land for his life, is, for purposes of the Act, 
the tenant for life of that land ; and by sub-sections (10), (i.), posses- 
sion includes receipt of income. Moreover, the existence of incum- 
branees do not affect the statue of a tenant for life under the 
above-cited enactments ; for sub-section (7) provides that a person 
being tenant for life within the foregoing definitions shall be 
dvemed to be such, notwithstanding that, under the settlement or 
utherwise, the settled land, or his estate or interest therein, is in- 
cumbered or charged in any manner or to any extent. So far the claim 
of Colonel Grey seems to be a very strong one; and, indeed, we 
always inclined to regard the introduction of the word 
income, in addition to rente and profits, into section 
2; subsections (10), (i.), as having been meant to 
remove the doubt raised by the case of Taylor v. Taylor 
L. R. 20 Eq. 297), as to whether persons in the position of 
lonel Grey would otherwise have come. within the definition of 

a tenant for life. But the framers of the Act, in their anxiety to 
make ev & quite certain, seem to have felt themselves 
obliged to do the thing twice over, and in section 58, sub-section 
(1), (ix.), we find enumerated among the persons who, while their 
interest is in possession, are to have the powers of tenant for life, 


‘*@ person entitled to the income of land under a trust or direc- | P® 


tion for payment thereof to him during his own or any other life, 
whether subject to expenses of management or not.” There is 
no doubt about the applicability of these words; only this clause 
does not expressly provide, like section 2, that the powers may 
be exercised, although the estate is incumbered to any extent. It 
eT argued, tee — force, that the case of Colone pe wid must 

regulated by the express provision of section 58, which had 
obviously been framed with if diecch view to such cases; and that 
he not be said to be “ entitled to the income,”” when he was 
im fact entitled to nothing at all. Though this view did not pre- 
vail—and we have nothing to say against the decision—we yet 
seem to detect some slight symptoms of wavering or inconsistency 
in the reasons given by the Coches judges. Lord Justice Bacaat- 
1a¥ we a4 t Colonel Guer's case cleatly came within section 
2, but if it did not, all difficulty was removed by section 
58. Lord Justice Corroy, on the contrary, seems to have thought 
that the case clearly came within section 58; but that, if it did 
not, all difficulty was removed by section 2. Neither of the 
learned re Napa uae Gop to the fact that section 2 expli- 
citly with incumbrances, while section 58 does not. 





Supreme Court, 1883, ord. 15, rr. 1, 2, to make a decretal order at 
chambers in a foreclosure action, and that the provisions of those 
rules are not limited to directing inary accounts, but that the 
words * all inquiries and directions now usual in the 
Chancery Division” warrant the making of a decree. Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon, however, in Clover v. Wilis and Western Benefit 
Building Society (Weekly Notes, 1884, p. 110), appears to have 
held that only accounts could be teken under order 15. It would 
be desirable that‘ the practice of the Chancery Division should be 
made uniform in this matter, 








IMPLIED POWER TO TRUSTEES FOR SALE 
TO CARRY ON BUSINESS. 


Tue case of Jn re Chancellor, Chancellor v. Brown (32 W. BR. 464, 
L. R. 26 Ch. D. 42), decides a question on which, so far as we 
know, there was no previous authority directly in point, and upon 
which conflicting opinions have been entertained, The doubt in 
which the point was involved may be estimated from the fact that 
the judgment of the Court of Appeal overrules an opinion 
expressed by the late Master of the Rolls in chambers, and a deci- 
sion by Mr. Justice Chitty in court, in the same case. The je 
tion is whether, where a testator, who is at the time of his death 
carrying on a business, devises and bequeaths all his real and personal 
estate to trustees upon the ordinary trusts for sale and conversion, 
and empowers the Cases to postpone the sale and conversion, the 
trustees have an implied power to on the testator’s business. 
The Ceurt of Appeal have held that, under certain circumstances 


June 28, 1884. : 





and for certain purposes, they have; but it is important to draw 
attention to the Viattations imposed on the new doctrine. , 


In applying it, the first question appears to be whether it will 
in_all cases be assumed that a testator who makes the 


above-mentioned provisions m the. power to postpone 
te sala_to epply ta his_husines. If the busine Sod. 
tufes the main part of the testator’s pérsonal estate, as in the 
recent eumey this tntention will be presuteod ; Dut-the stress which 
is laid on this circumstance in fis judgments of Lords Justices 
Cotton and Fry seems rather to indicate that, if the business con, 
stitutes only a subordinate part of the ears estate, the inten- 
tion will not necessarily be presumed. rd Justice Cotton says 
(L. R. 26 Ch, D., at p. 46) that the clause as to postponement of 
sale ‘‘ must apply to this business, which was the greater part of his 
[the testator’s] personal estase.” And Lord Justice Fry says (1b, 
p- 47), “‘ The testator has empowered his trustee to postpone the 
and conversion of his personal estate, and this business was 
the principal portion of his estate. It would be a strong thing, 
therefore, to say that the eale of his business was not contem- 
plated by the testator, and could not be postponed for a reasonable 
riod.”” ‘We confess, however, that we fail to see much weight 
in this consideration. It seems reasonable to suppose that a testator 
who bequeaths his persona) estate on trust for sale, with power to 
the trustees to postpone the sale of the whole or any part, must have 
in his mind the fact that part of his personal estate consists of a 
business which cannot be sold immediately upon his death ; that if 
it is to be sold at all it must be sold as a going concern, and there- 
fore that it will be necessary for his trustees to carry it on for some 
time. If se, why should not the power to postpone sale be 
applicable to any business forming part of the personal estate, 
whether it constitutes the greater part, or only a small part, of 
that estate? We presume that if any reference is made in the 
will to the business, it will be considered that the testator had it in 
his mind when giving the power to postpone the sale. 
A power to postpone the sale of » business seems necessarily to 
involve # power to carry it on, for a business which is not a going 
concern is practically valueless. the only 8 


But the power implied—is on 
power e business for the ¢ sale: that is to 
say, for the purpose o g it er and selling it as a gomg 
concern, There is no implied authority, even where power # 
expressly given, as in the recent case, to postpone the sale for #0 
long as the trustees may think fit, to on the business gene- 


rally for the of making a profit out of it for the benefit of 








We aus usvornen that at least two of the judges of the Chancery 
Divisiqn consider that there is power, eh the Rules of the 





the testator's family. To the continuance of a business for the 
latter purpose, the bes 


rvations of Lord Langdale, in Kirkman ¥: 
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Booth (11 Beav., at p. 280), that “it is a rule without ¢ 

that, to authorize executors toe carry on, of permit to be carried 
on, a trade with the assets, there ought to be the most distinct and 
positive authority and direction given by the will for that purpose,” 
seem to be stillapplicable ; the same rules applying to an executor 
and to an ordinary trustee for sale (Oceanic Steam Navigation Co., 
Limited v. Sutherberry, 29 W. R. 113, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 236). 

Whether in fact a biisihess has béeh carried on by trustees for 
sale for the purposes of sale or for the purposes of profit will, no 
doubt, in many vases be a question rather difficult to decide. 
It seems that the decision will d, to a Considerable extent, on 
whether the sale of the business has, in fact, becn postponed for 
an unteatonable time. Thé question, what is a reasonable time 
within which to dispoce of a business, must, of course, depend in some 
degree, upon the nature and extent of the business; for an unusual 
or special business, or a business of large dimensions, there will 
necessarily be fewer customers, and a longer time must elapse 
before it can be disposed of than in the case of an ordinary or 
small concern. In dn re Chancelior the business was that of a 
wholesale provision merchant in the country, and a delay of nearly 
two years in selling it was not considered unreasonable. In Lean 
vy. Lean (23 W. R. 484), trustees for sale, with power to postpone 
sale, seem to have been held justified in postponing for two and 
a-half years the sale of shares'in ships held by their testator. The 

uestion whether the trustees have used reasonable efforts to 
ones of the business may also, no dotbt, be taken into account. 
But we apprehend that, where the delay in sale has not, in fact, 
been unreasonably long, the court will not be very ready to 
inquire into the motives which have led to the delay. 

Another point, also, we believe, for thé first time settled by the 
recent case, was as to whether a direction that, during the post- 
ponenierit of the sale, ‘‘the rents, profits, and income ” should be 
paid and applied to the persoh or persons, and in the manner, to 
whom atid in which the income of thé moneys produced by such 
sale would, for the time being, bé payable or applieable under the 
will if such sale bod been actually made, excluded the application 
of the principle of Howe v. Lord Dartmouth (7 Ves. 187), and 
entitled the tenant for life of the proceeds of sale to the whole net 
profits arising from the business carried on by the trustees. The 
Court of Appeal held that this provision amounted to an express 
declaration by the testator thet if the Business wae continued for 
sie patposge of sale the profits should e ns to 
whom the indéome proceeds would have been paid t the sale 
had actually taken place ; and that, as the postponement had been 
only for the purposes of sale; the net profits were payable to the 
tenant for life. We have some difficulty in ascertaining from the 
judgments whether, or how far, the decision turned upon the use 
of the word “‘ profits” in the direction for payment during post- 
ponement. Probably it would not be safe to assume that the 
decision would apply to a clause in Which this word did not occur, 
but, ‘at the same time, it does not séem very reasonable to attach 
this special niéaning and peculiar importance to a word which was 
probably used in ~~ with “tents” as describing the 
income of the real estate. The reatilt of the deeision is to entitle 
a tenant for life under a will resembling that in the recent case to 
the net profits of the business so long as it is propetly carried on by 
pe trustees—that is, se long as it is carried on for the purpose of 
selling it. 

The decision on both points appears to be reasonable and conve- 
nient, but it is to be remarked that it is a rather strong instance of 
the practice against which the late Master of the Rolls so often 

ted—the practice, namely, of construing wills in a tion- 
ral sense, The testator said that his trustees might postpone 
the enle for so long as they might think fit; the court, in effect, 
says he meant, as regards his business, only so long as was reasoh- 
ably necessary for the purposes of sale. The testator said that the 
income from such part of his personal estate as should remain 
unsold should be paid to the tenant for life; the court says he 
meant, as regards the i income of his business, that it should be paid 
to her only eo long a8 the business was properly kept unsold. 





Lord Chief Justice Coleridge, who has been suffering from lumbago, is 
8 thuch better that he has Arrdiged to resume Wh Segal Sale 
Saturday, when he will preside over the Court for the Consideration of 
Crown Cases Reserved. 





ESCAPE OF NOXIOUS MATTER BY 
ON TO NEIGHBOUR’S 


PERCOLATION 
LAND. 


Tue case of Ballard v. Tomlinson (32 W. R. 589, L. R. 26 Chi D. 
194) recently decided by Pearson, J., raised a question of principle 
of considerable general interest and importatice. The faets were 
shortly these. The plaiftiff and thé defendant were owners of 
adjoining lands. Each of them had of his land 4 deep well going 
down through the London clay into the chalk below, to a depth of 
300 feet below the surface. e distance between the wells was 
ninety-nine yards. The plaintiff's land was at a lower level than 
the defendant’s. The plaintiff “= rs - the Mere rene + setae 
by pumping for the purposes i wery. nt 
tered aWaas from his house into his well and this polluted, as 
the plaintiff alleged, the water in the plaintiffs well. It was held 
that the plaintiff had no cause of action. 

The decision, as given by the learned judge, fs in the nature of a 
corollary upon the decision in Chatemore v. Richarde (7 H. L. ©. 
349), but goes somewhat further than the circumstances of the 
particular case seem to have required. It was urged for the plain- 
tiff that the well-known ptinciple of Rylands v. Pletcher (L. R. 8 
H. L. 330) applied, and that the defendant, having collected 
sewage on his land, was bound to prevent it from escapiig on to 
his neighbour’s land. The obvious answer, under the cireuri- 
stances that existed in the particular case, seems to be that which 
was given by the defentlant’s couhsel—namely, that it was the 
plaintiff's own pumping which drew the sewage into his well, for 
by pumping he created a vacuum Which must have the effect of 
drawing the water from the defendant’s well. The defendant, 
therefore, had a right to say, “If you choose to draw away frei my 
land the water which is there, you tmist be cohterit to take that 
water as you find it, and you cannot ¢omplain that it is dirty when 
you yourself have come to seék it and have taken it away. © I did 
not send it to you. I left it where it was; have 
ea méro motu chosen to cothe and draw off the water.” If it were 
the fact—and the learned judge seems to have been satisfied of it— 
that it was'the result of the plaintiff's pumping that the sewage found 
its way into the plaintiff's well, surely it hardly feeds argament to 
show that the doctrine of Rylands v. Fletcher was not applicable, 
and would not afford any ground of action to the plaintiff. - No 
élaim, it should be observed, seems to have been mate of any pre- 
seriptive right to pump the ‘rater from ‘the deféndant’s land. No 
such claim, it would appear, could be made eymany J with 
Chasemote v. Richards, becanse the water did not flow ih 
any known definite’ chantels, but metely percolated through 
the sfrata as through a sponge. Therefore, if the complaint 
against the defendant had been that he had intercepted the 
water which the plaintiff had a agro age fight to pump, 
the plaintiff must have failed. It seéins Clearly to follow, 
if the plaintiff had no proprietary right to Have the water 
for ptimping at all, that he could have no such tight to have it 
when pumped in any particular ‘state. “The , it was int 
postible to put the case on any intérference with & proprietary 
right to take the water from the defendant’s lahd by putiping, 
and, as we have said, if the Case is put as one of nti , that 
ground of action can hardly be available when the plaintiff's own 
act has drawn the noxious water from the defendant's land. 

But the decision goes further, and the learned judge holds that 
the result of the decision of Chasemore v. Richards, as applied to 
the case before him, is that there would be no right of action, even 
assuming that the sewage in the deferidant’s well had found its 
way into the plaintiff's well without pompitig The ratio dévi- 
dendi is thus stated in the head-note :—“* Tt being settled law that 
there is no property in underground watér flowing in nataral an- 
defined channels, and that a landowner ié entitled 86 to deal with 
such water on his own land as to deptive his bout of it 
ree C it follows that he is equally entitled 5 the water 
unfit for use by pourin levine into it.” sy prey 80 
stated, if construed strictly, is, we think, true; but ate some 
expressions sed in the judgment that tisy possibly be thought be 

t to a wider doctritte than this, ahd to show the } 
udge was of opinion that if id Gise sould 4 defendant be 

fr dathige done to his feighbou? by thé thfodgh tts 
known and indefinite channels of water rendered noxious by what 
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was done by the defendant on his own land. We do not think, on 
the whole, that the judgment can fairly be construed as holding 
this ; but if, and so far as it establishes or tends to establish this 
wider doctrine, we cannot help doubting whether it can be con- 
sidered as conclusive on the subject. It seems to us that the 
matter needs much further ventilation and discussion before this 
can be held to be the law on the subject. In Angell on the Law 
of Watercourses (6th ed., p. 183) it is said that cases in which 
the landowner by positive acts fouls, poisons, or corrupts the 
water which percolates from his lands to those of his 
neighbours have been supposed to be clearly distinguishable 
from such cases as Chasemore v. Richards. It _ is 
true that there may be no natural right to the flow of the 
water, just as there could be no prescriptive right to draw it by 
pumping, because it flowed by no definite channels; but the 
plaintiff may say that it is not a question of interference with 
right to the water at all; that the right he claims is not to have 
the water in any particular state, but a right not to have the 
defendant’s sewage sent on to his land; that on the principle 
cujus est solum, ejus est usque ad medium terre, the well below 
the surface of his land is his soil, and the noxious matter accumu- 
lated or brought into existence by the defendan‘ on his land, not 
being kept in by the defendant, has found its way on to his (the 
plaintiff's) land, and is a nuisance to him by interfering with his 
use of his own soil, or the matters naturally incident thereto, such 
as other water for the time being thereon. If the cas2 of water 
wholly coming from the defendant’s soil by percolation is taken, the 

ition laid down may be true, so far asdamage merely consisting 
im having that water dirty instead of clean is concerned, because no 
other damage is done to the plaintiff by having dirty water in his 
well at a depth of 300 feet than by having no water at all. But 
suppose the plaintiff's well or other reservoir would have a supply 
of. water otherwise than from the defendant’s land, or which 
defendant could not cut off, the question does not seem capable of 
solution by the simple application of the proposition above men- 
tioned. The defendant might, in such a case, be entitled so to 
deal with the water on his own land as to deprive the plaintiff of 
it entirely, but it does not seem to follow quite so easily, as in the 
former case, that he can render unfit for use by reason of sewage, 
not only the water coming from his own land, but other water on 
the plaintiff's land. It may be true, applying the terms of the 
proposition strictly, that there is no cause of action in respect of 
rendering the particular water coming from the defendant’s land 
unfit for use, but the sewage will have contaminated other water 
in the plaintiff's well or reservoir, to which the plaintiff might 
possibly be entitled as against the defendant, or, at any rate, of 
which the defendant had no power to deprive him. That other 
water to be a matter to the usufruct of which the plaintiff 
is entitled while it is on his soil, though he could not claim a right 
to it as against a neighbouring landowner diverting it. 

It does not seem to us that the general principle governing all 
such cases can be treated as necessarily identical with that of 
Chasemore v. Richards. The principle in that case seems to be 
that, where water does not flow in defined channels, but merely 
pereolates through the s/rafa, there can be no proprietary right to 
have it so percolate. It does not seem to us to follow that there 
can be ho right of action for allowing noxious material to escape 
from land on to adjacent land, because it does not escape by known 
and defined channels, but merely by percolation. If the decision 
in Ballard v. Tomlinson is confined to a case where the only 
grievance consists in the deprivation of the use of the water 
percolating from the defendant’s land by reason of its being con- 
taminated by sewage, then we think such decision does follow 
logically from Chasemore v. Richards. But if the decision is to be 
construed as deducing from Ohasemore v. Richards the wider 
doctrine we have indicated—viz., that, because one landowner 
may divert from another's soil water that comes there by percola- 
tion, therefore he is not nsible for noxious mehetiet escaping 
from his own land by percolation—we must say that we think it 
doubtful how far this can be laid down as an universally applicable 
ay yg The doctrine of Rylands v. Fletcher certainly appears 

that e-man who has noxious or dangerous matter on his land 
responsible, if it escapes on to his neighbour’s, quite ind ndently 
or any possibility of foreseeing such escape. 
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is, this purpose, the difference between an unknown 
‘or aperture in the subterranean efrata and the unforeseen 
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effects of percolation? We are not prepared to say what the true 
rule as to the escape of noxious matter by percolation may be. 
What we would point out is that the decision in Ballard v. Tom. 
linson cannot be considered as by any means exhausting the 
subject. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


COPYRIGHT IN LECTURES, 
(Nichols v. Pitman, Kay, J., 32 W. R. 631.) 

This decision is worthy of note as elucidating the principles upon 
which the court acts in restraining the unauthorized publication of 
lectures in cases which are not within the Lecture Copyright Act, 
1835 (5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 65). That Act, in effect, provides that the author 
of a lecture, or his assigns, shall have the sole right of printing and 
publishing it, and renders any unauthorized printer or publisher of a 
lecture (in a newspaper or otherwise) liable to a penalty of a penny for 
every sheet thereof found in his custody. It also contains a provision to 
the effect that leave to attend a lecture ‘‘ for certain fee or reward, or 
otherwise,” shall not be deemed to give leave to print or publish it, 
But the Act does mot extend to lectures delivered in any univer- 
sity or public school or college, or on any public foundation, or in 
virtue of any gift, endowment, or foundation. Nor does it apply 
to any lecture unless two days’ notice of the intended delivery thereof 
has been given to two justices living within five miles of the place 
of delivery. As the prescribed notices are seldom given, the Act is of 
very limited application, and the principles explained and acted upon in 
Nicols v. Pitman will apply to the great majority of lectures. In 
that case a lecture, which had been delivered by the plaintiff at the 
Working Men’s College, had been taken down in shorthand by the 
defendant, and published by him, in phonographic characters, in a 
pamphlet which he sold under the title of the ‘‘ Phonographic 
Lecturer.” The lecture had been written out by the plaintiff before 
delivery, and he had not published his MS, The question, therefore, 
arose whether the delivery of the lecture to an audience admitted by 
tickets issued gratuitously was equivalent to a waiver of the 
lecturer’s exclusive right of publication. If not, the plaintiff was 
entitled to an injunction upon the same principles upon which the 
court acts in restraining the authorized publication of other private. 
manuscripts. In the analogous case of a dramatic composition it 
was held, in Macklin v. Richardson (Amb. 694), that the public re- 
presentation of an unpublished farce did not deprive the author of 
his right to restrain the publication of it, without his consent, by s 
person who had taken it down in shorthand. The effect of the deci- 
sion in Nicols v. Pitman is to place a written lecture upon the same 
footing in this respect as a MS. play. The learned judge based his 
decision upon Lord Eldon’s final judgment in Abernethy v. Hutchin- 
son (3 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 209). In that case the lecture in question had 
been delivered to a class of medical students, who paid a specified 
fee for the privilege of attending a course of lectures. Although Dr. 
Abernethy delivered his lecture from notes, it had not (as in 
Nicols v. Pitman) been written out in full; and this fact gave rise to 
considerable doubt in Lord Eldon’s mind—first, as to whether any 
right of property, which the court could recognize, existed in lan- 
guage and sentiments not put into the concrete form of a written 
composition ; and, secondly, as to the difficulty of proving that the 
alleged piracy was identical with the oral lecture. In his earlier 
judgments he treated the question of right of property in unwritten 
language and sentiments as one of great difficulty and importance, 
while admitting that he should have felt no difficulty if the lecture 
had been delivered from a written composition. In his final judg- 
ment, however, after the case had been re-argued, he said that 
though the information communicated by the lecturer was not 
reduced to writing, but orally delivered, it dif not follow that 
persons who heard it might publish it. On the contrary, he was 
clearly of opinion that it could not be published for profit. These 
remarks were explained by Mr. Justice Kay in Nicols v. Pitman as 
follows :—‘‘ This I take to mean that every person who delivers ® 
lecture not committed to writing, but from memory, has such property 
therein as to prevent anyone who heard it from publishing it for 
profit,” This is im accordanee with the view expressed by Lord 
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Cottenham in Prince Albert v. Strange (1 H. & T. 21), where he says 
that the question how far the oral delivery of the lecture had 
deprived Dr. Abernethy of any part of his original right or property 
could not have arisen if there had not been such original right or 
property. And Lord Eldon himself, in a subsequent part of his 
judgment, says, ‘‘The injunction ought to go upon the ground of 
property.” This being so, we fail to see why Mr. Justice Kay thought 
it necessary to go into the question of an ‘‘ implied contract ” between 
the lecturer and his audience that notes of the lecture should not be 
published for profit. The result of the recent decision is that, quite 
independently of the Act, a lecturer has a right of property in his 
unpublished lecture, whether it be in MS. or not, which is not pre- 
judiced by oral delivery. 


LODGERS’ GOODS PROTECTION ACT. 
(Heawood v. Bone, Q. B. D., 32 W. BR. 752:) 

It is curious that the point settled by this case has not hitherto 
been decided in any reported case, so far as we know, except a case 
of Ball v. Priest (25 Sonicrrors’ JoURNAL, 220) before the Mansion 
House Police-court. The cases on the definition of a ‘‘lodger” 
under the Lodgers’ Goods Protection Act, 1871, have hitherto related 
to the extent of the ‘‘control and dominion” which must be exer- 
cised by the tenant who lets lodgings. It is clear that he need not 
sleep or live on the premises (Morton v. Palmer, 30 W. R. 115; Ness 
v. Stephenson, L. R. 9 Q. B. D. 245). But, although the point seems 
to have been treated by Stephen, J., as a difficult one, it has always 
appeared to us to be clearly essential that the lodger should sleep on 
the premises, and that a mere occupation of rooms for business pur- 
poses will not constitute the occupier a “lodger” within the Act so 
as to protect his goods from distress by the landlord of the premises. 
In Toms v. Luckett (6 C. B, 23) Maule, J., defined a lodger as a 
person who is taken into a house to reside in a part of it; and resi- 
dence in a house seems necessarily to involve habitual sleeping in 
the house. In the present case the appellant carried_on business in 
rooms in Fleet-street, but slept at his house at Peckham, and Mr. 
Justice Stephen held that he was not a “ lodger” in the Fleet-street 
premises, within the meaning of the Lodgers’ Goods Protection Act. 
“The particular statute,” he said, “ means by ‘lodger” one who 
habitually sleeps on the premises. The test of residence is 
habitual sleeping, and getting into bed (Qy.—Is this a necessary part 
of the test ?], on the premises. This statute was passed to prevent 
poor people from having their homes broken up by a distress of the 
superior landlord.” This last consideration is one which has not 
always been borne in mind in the previous decisions on the statute. 
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REVIEWS. 


ADMIRALTY FORMS, 


ADMIRALTY ForMs AND PRECEDENTs. By Epwarp STANLEY 
Roscok, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons. 


This little book will prove useful to admiralty practitioners as a 
supplement to the author’s larger work on Admiralty Law and Prac- 
tice. Part I. consists of forms and precedents other than of plead- 
ings, to which are added notes of the practice and references to 
decided cases ; Part II. of forms of pleadings; whilst the appendices 
comprise the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, which te ex- 
clusively to admiralty proceedings, the Order as to Supreme Court 
Fees, 1884, and the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1884. Mr. Roscoe 
shows very little for the new forms. In fact, so far from 
following them “‘slavishly,” he discards them altogether, and draws 
his model pleadings entirely upon the lines of the old forms, It is 
mupossible to say that he is not justified in doing this—at any 
tate, so far assalvage actions are concerned—havin +. to 
the decision in The Jsis (32 W. R. 171, L. BR. 8 P. Dz 277), 
and the remarks of Sir James Hannen in The Hardwick (32 
W. R. 598, L. R. 9 P. D. 32), where the learned judge observed 
that, in his opinion, it was desirable ‘‘to adhere to the old practice 
im regard to statements of claim in salvage actions.’”” Mr. % 
however, is scarcely justified in assuming, as he does in his preface, 
that the rules and forms relating to edeinity proceeding were not 
“framed with the care which one would have thought desirable.” 
As a matter of fact, we believe that special care was devoted to the 





drawing w of the rules and forms applicable to the various steps in — 
an admiralty action. phan sha Re oo however, that the - 
new admiralty forms would give sati for 2 

sor comasonedle lix pleadin vaameny otine- tan’ 

or comparatively i in 
are tied down to their first story and are not exposed to the 

tion, which must sometimes be very in this class of 

adapting their evidence to the exigencies of their case. In 

for by collision this object is, of course, attained by means of 
e prelimi act. Ifthe new forms in admiralty proceedings are 
to be thrown overboard, i eles Oa taleed 
once. This, apparently, is Mr. Roscoe’s opinion, and we are inclined 
to agree with him. 


PETTY SESSIONS. 


A GuIpE To THE Law AND Practice oF Perry SEssions. 
Epwarp T. Ayers, Solicitor. Waterlow & Sons. 

This little work is written in a clear and practical manner, and, 
though it does not go deeply into its subject, contains many useful 
hints. The idea of undertaking it was to the author “on 
being suddenly called upon to take the ent of the duties of 
a justices’ clerk,” when he found, to his , that no concise and 
connected guide existed, desi to offer students at the outset a 
comprehensive view of the jurisdiction and main lines of ‘at 
Such a guide we think he produced. There is a tabular 
view of the jurisdiction of justices as to indictable offences under 
the Act of 1879, but that Act itself is rather awkwardly placed in the 
middle of a chapter. 


By 


NEWSPAPER LIBEL ACT, 1881. 


THE NEWSPAPER Lipset Act, 1881; wirH A STATEMENT OF THE 
Law OF LIBEL, AS AFFECTING PRopRIETORS, &¢., OF NEWSPAPERS. 
By GrorcE E..iort, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


We cannot congratylate Mr. Elliott on his lengthy title, but we 
think his book supplies a want. Notwithstanding the many excellent 
works on libel generally, soweneees Wee ciate Gat na 0. distingt 
division of the subject. Mr. tt treats it by a few prefa 
notes upon the general law, in which the leading points are well 
brought out ; then prints the Act of 1881 with very annotations ; 
and concludes with an Ap ix of Statutes, comprising Fox’s Act, 
Lord Campbell’s Act, and (we regret to observe) the repealed 15 & 16 
Vict. c. 76, s. 61. References to all the current are given, and 
there is a good index. Reg. v. Labouchere (L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 320) 
and a. v. Yates v- R. 11 (not, as printed, 10) Q. B. D. 750) are 
very fully and, we think, sati orily treated. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


COMMITMENT FOR DEBT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—In my letter printed in your columns of the 3ist ult., I stated 
that on my application to the registrars of the London ay 
Court they had superseded the regulations whereby on applying for a 
debtor summons one had to file an undertaking po? ote means; to 
produce an office copy judgment, and to make an vit negativing 
satisfaction however recent the ju t, and that as to affidavit 
in cases more than four months old, and on the question whether 
country omy oa had bang or jamnsey ny a ag in 

i urt judgmen was referred am 
: discussion ‘oot ‘Soturde 


aeere r 
lad to say that Mr. Justice Cave, after full ey 
vit , and that 
the London 


ecided that in no case was an 
county courts had only concurrent jurisdiction. d 

members of the profession are restored to the simple process of taking 
out their summonses without any of the prelimimaries recently im- 
gous. and which went very far towards practically g the 


tors Act. Francis K. Munro. 
95A, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., June 24. 








THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—During the small hours of morning the Govern- 
ment endeavoured to slip this important through Committee. 
Thanks, however, to Sir Hardin ge Giffard, Mr. , and others, 
the propesal to tax the suitors to the extent of £17,500 per annum 
by way of rent for a building erected with their own money, was de- 


feated by a substantial majority. 
It may interest four to know that by the earlier Acts of 


Parliament relating to the Court of Chancery, any surplus funds 
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were to be set apart “‘for the ease of the suitors”; and in 1861, | their amount and also as regards the terms upon which they were to be 
proposed t th ti f id. T i for judgment under ord. 14, r. 1, must therefore « 

poe — courts, hyp pen eee oe p eae sale re —UCovunspt, Morton Smith; Wildey Wright. Soxicrroxs, J. #. 

against such appropriation. His lordship was. supported by the late | one; J: Cowper Scard. 

Lord Hatherley: (then Vice-Chancellor Wood) thus:— _ 

. ST object to the appropriation of any part of the suitors’ funds 

towards the ex PRACTICE APPEALS.* 


of L py, Raye for the transaction of any 

business other that of the Court of Chancery, The reasoning on 

-which such an appropriation founded would equally Justify the 

application of the funds in a of the National Debt. . . . 

i has hitherto justly and wisely confined the application of 

the profit made by the suitors’ money to the benefit of the suitors in 

« The fees have been greatly diminished by these Pe ; 

and that, in my opinion, is a most legitimate application of them ; 

and in twenty or thirty years, when compensations fall in, / believe 
all fees might be abolished.” EDWARD PRESTON. 

1, Great College-strect, Westminster, June 25. 
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THE NEW PRACTICE. 


R. 8. ©., 1883, orp. 36, nx. 1, 3—Cuanex or Venve—Action my OnaAn- 
cpry Drviston vor Tria ovr or Mippiasex—Grounps or TrangrEr.—In 
the case of Green v, Bennett, before Chitty, J., on the 20th inst., a motion 
wes made by the defendant to change the venue of the trial of the action 
to Middlesex on the ground of convenience. It appeared that the action, 
which raised questions of vendor’s liev, was brought in the Chancery 
Division by a plaintiff residing at Wakefield, Yorkshire, and the place 
named in the statement of claim as the place of trial was the county of 
Devon. It was stated that the principal witness was eighty years of age, 
and resided in Cornwall, and that two other witnesses of importance, one 
of whom was the defendant, habitually resided, for at least a considerable 
_ _ plainti — > London or its vicinity. 4 motion ey resisted 

y on the ground of the great of the princi witness, 
who, it was said, pie, eoama to Exeter sxsne thal than to London, and 
it was also submitted by the plaintiff that the present was not a case of 
whether an action should be with or without a jury, for the action 
was to be tried before a judge only, and that the t of ord. 36, rr. 
1, 3, was that a cause assigned to the Chancery Division, and marked 
for trial elsewhere than in the county of Middlesex, was to be tried 
before a judge without a jury in the county. named in the statement of 
claim. No application for transfer to Middlesex would be entertained 
unless an overwhelming case of convenience was made out by the appli- 
‘cant... The plaintiff further submitted that, if the action was tried at 
Exeter, it would be heard forthwith, but if in London, not for a very con- 
siderable time. Currry, J., said that the fact that the action was as- 

ed. to the Chancery Division was not for the purposes of the appli- 
cation material. It was sufficient that the questions to be determined 
in the action were of a complicated nature, such as-to leave no doubt in 
his.mind that the judgetrying the action in the county of Devon would 
direct the arguments to be reserved for further consideration 
in London. Authorities would have to be referred to not gener- 
ally or readily accessible in the country, and the substantial ques- 
tions would eventually be tried in London, with the result that the 
expense of two trials would have been mcurred. As regards the con- 
venience to the parties and the witnesses, it was difficult to ascertain why a 
sey residing in Wakefield should desire his action to be tried at 
xeter, and if it was because the principal witness resided in Cornwall, 
this were to be put the facts of the residence in London of other 
i r witmesses, and that there appeared to be no difficulty in the 
Witness’s journey to London, notwithstanding his great age. 
0-doubt something might be said against the application on the ground 
te. accede to it would be to cause delay. But such a consideration, 
»,no doubt, one to be taken into account in balancing convenience 
onvenience, was not, as had been already observed by Pearson, J., in 
dinall v. Cardinal! (32 W. R. 411, L. B. 25 Ch. D. 772), a sufficient 
reason for an action to be transferred to the country, nor in the present 
case wag it a sufficient reason for not transferring the action from the 
country. The motion would be acceded to; costs to be costs in the action. 
—Counser, Romer, Q.0.; P. F. Wheeler ; Samucl Hall. Soxicyrons, Arthur 
Hughes ; John Graham, for Stevenson, Eycett, ¢ Co., Manchester. 





R. S, C,, 1883, orp. 14, x. 1—Spgctarix - mporsep Writ—Arnears or 
ALIMONY PENDENTE LITE.—In the case of Basley v. Bailey, which came 
before the Queen’s Bench Divisional Court, consisting of Grove, J., and 
Huddleston, B., on the 23rd inst., the plaintiff, who was the wife of the 
defendant, and who had filed her ny me in the Divorce Division in May, 
1833, brought an action against the defendant for £66 arrears of alimony 
pendente lite, to which she was entitled under an order of the Divorce 
Court, dated the 24th of May, 1883. The writ was ially indorsed, and 
tie plaintiff lied for spdgnens under ord. 14, r..1. The master 
refused the application, and, on appeal to Denman, J., the matter was 
referred to court, The Covrt held that a claim for arrears of alimon 
pendente lite could not be are epee on the writ under ord. 3, r. 6, 
ae such qrrears were not a “debt or liquidated demand’ within the 

due under an interlocutory 


meaaning <0 Goat sale; tnt wave sums accruing 
order of the Divorce Division, and which that court bad full pomes to 
vary or otherwise deal with in auy way it thought proper, both as regards 














Count OF APPEAL. 
(Before Bretr, M.R., Bowrew and Fry, L.JJ.) 
June 24.— Prosser v. Mallinson ; North, Claimant. 
Ord. 57, r. 15. 

In interpleader by a sheriff, where the execution creditor, u pon ascer- 
taining the nature of the claimant’s right, consents to the withdrawal 
of the sheriff, he will not have to pay the costs of the imterpleader. 

Where a party who has not been in atte when @ ease has 
been called on at chambers, afterwards obtains an order in the absence 
of the other side, he will be liable to costs if the order is set aside on 
appeal. 

The facts of the case and the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division 
are reported at p. 411, ante. ee 

Rogers, for thé claimant.—The Divisional Court had no jurisdiction to 
entertain this a The order of Field, J,, related to costs only. 
There could be no appeal except by tare of the judge, which was not 
obtained: Judicature Act, 1873, s, 60. 

McCall, for the execution creditor. 

Brett, M.R.—This case should not have been brought te the Court of 
A . Ht is perfectly clear. Under the circumstances the execution 

itor ought, as a matter of course, te have been relieved of costs. The 
solicitor’s clerk, representing the claimant, obtained audience of the judge 
in chambers improperly, and the Divisional Court made the order which 
the judge ought to have made and would have done had buth parties been 
before him. 


Bowen, L.J., concurred. The appeal lay upon the grounds that the 
judge exercised no discretion and heard only one side. 
Pay, L.J., concurred. 


Appeal dismissed, with costs. — 
Solicitors for the execution creditor, Lovett ¢ Co. 
Solicitor for the claimant, Bradley. 





QUEEN’s. BENcH Division. 
(Before MatHEw and Day, JJ.) 
June 20.—Clark v. Alexander. 

Ord. 25, r. 2—Proceedings in lieu of demurrer—Cage referred to court 
by consent of parties to be tried upon motion—Equitable mortgage 
—Purchaser—Specific performance. 

The statement of claim alleged that one Arthur Jefferson was~ 
seised in fee of a house in Hull, which was at the date of the action 
im possession of one Elizabeth Lawrence ag tenant of the defend- 
ant. An agreement was entered into in May, 1876 between Jefferson and 
the defendant for the sale of the house to the latter for £950—the purchase 
money to be paid on May 19, 1878, and the conveyance also to then 
com . Meanwhile it was agreed that the defendant should pay 
interest at five per cent. per anmum on the purchase-money, and should 
have possession from June 1, 1876. The defendant took possession on that 
date, but had not up to the date of the action paid either purchase-money 
or interest. The title deeds were at the date of the contract and had been 
ever since deposited with the plaintiffs by way of equitable mortgage to 
secure the repayment of advances. Afterwards, in August, 1879, Jefferson 
conveyed the house by way of to Burland to secure a large sum 
lent to him by the latter. It was er alleged that, although the de- 
fendant had notice of the equitable tothe plaintiffs jointly and of 
the legal mortgage to Burland, he d to pay them, or either of them, 
the purchase-money or to complete the purchase. Jefferson, the owner 
i disappeared, and his whereabouts not being known, he was not 
a party to the action. The plaintifs claimed specific performance of the 
defendant's nt with Jefferson, or that a receiver of the rents and 
profits should be a ted. The defendant admitted in his defence the 
material facts in the claim, but relied upon legal points, which thus 
came to be determined by the court in an expeditious and inexpensive 
manner. 

Ford, for the defendant.—The defendant is not liable te the plaintiffs 
pee ne to wp contract or alone can demand 


agreement or gi for the purchase-money. 
ea pine tates secienain wectenanmn eninge Sen efeotmens, end 
therefore are not entitled to a recive. Burland took his mortgage 
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(Before STEPHEN and Watxoy Wiis, JJ.) 

June 25.—Sahnon, Barnes, & Co. v. The Coniston Mining Company. 
Ord. 40, r. 8—Motion for judgment where some only i i 

an action have been determined by reference—Payment into court— 

Costs. 

Where the defendant paid a sum of money into court withou 
admitting liability, and upon certain of the issues beg referred, the 
referee certified that the amount paid into court wes sufficient to 
satisfy the claim of the plaintiff, the court ordered that the plaintiff 
should have the costs of the action up to the reference, and the 
defendant the costs of the reference. 

In this case motion was made for judgment, under ord. 40, r. 8, by 
leave of Master Butler, notwithstanding that an issue raised by the 
defence had not been i 

cial referee had 


defendant to Jefferson 


negligence 
ground counter-claim. The 

to set: off £8 15s., the price of goods ier by them 
oe , without admitting any liability, paid into 


Tt was ordered that all the issues in the aetion, 

negligence, raised in the statement ef defemce should be referred to 

official referee, under section 56 of the Judicature Act, 1873. By 

report the referee found certain of the issues in favour ef the plainti 

and certain others in favour of the defendants; but. that, b 

the plaintiffs were entitled to £167 im respect of the matters for 

they made their claim, while the defendants 

their set-off az counter-claim, to £6 for 

plaintiffs, and that, therefore, the sum of $1 

than sufficient te satisfy the claim of the 

that the defendants had not suffered any 

the negli ef the plaintiffs, and were not entitled 

upon their counter-claim in respect of such negligence. 

Masterman, for the plaintiffs, moved the court as above mentioned. 

The official referee having found that the defendants are not entitled 

damages for the negligence set up, there can be no obj 

the issue by which it is raised. He asked for the costs of 

reference, and of the motion. 

MacConkey, for the defendants. 

Warm Wipe, J., referred to the case of 

84), whieh, he said, for some unaccountable 

except in the Wuzxtxy Rerontms. It was a 

sapeat of qnast iesperteane, end bas apes the quesiian, 

present case. 

The Cover ordered that judgment in the action 

the plaintiffs, the plaintiffs to have the costa of 

reference, and of the motion ; the defendants to 

reference. 

Selicitors for the tiffs, Arkeoli ¢ Covkell. 

"maser ianas dants, Francie & Johnson, for Middleton §& Norris, 
ec. 

[Goutardé v. Carr may seem, at first sight, te conflict. with the order of 

the court here’; but it will be noticed im that case, it was part of 

the order of reference that the costs of the action and the reference should 

abide the event. ]} 


(Before Fixtp, Manisty, and Lopzgs, JJ.) 
June 24.—~Lee v. Parkes. 
Action against sheriff's officer for tréspass—Remitting to county 
court—** Visible means.” 
This was an Se ae eile 00 Deas Sue ane 


of the district ~ 


should give security for costs, 
mitted to the county court, upon 
—_ means’”’ within the terms af section 


appointment in question was that of colliery 
hed taken over certain collieries which had 
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cceeding in the on would be entitled to a ee order, attaching 
the future salary of the plaintiff, upon the authority of Gordon v. Jennin7. 
(L. BR. 3 Q. B.D, 45). 
A allowed with costs. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES, 


Bayxrverey Nomce—“ Fiat Jcopcemeyt’’—Company—Wrispire vr— 


Act or Bankruptcy — Notice or Suspension or Payment — Banx- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, s. 4, suB-sgction 1 (#.)—Banxrurtcy Rcugs, 1883, zn, 11. 
—In a case of Ex parte Nicholl, before a divisional court of th 


Bench Division-on the 25th inst., a as to the 
“a sub-secdlon 1h) of 


house, Winterbotham, 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS,* 
- (Before Mr. RucistRar Pxprs.) 
Re ——. 
Bankruptcy Act, 28—Suspension of order of dischargo— 
Hesbrups Fin Ds ay ‘0. teal after knowing himeelf to be insol- 


* Reported by H. Wratt Hast, Esq., Barrixter-at-Law. 
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vent, and incurring debts by means of rash and hazardous specu- 

lations. 

The adjudication took place under the Act of 1883, and an order was 
made for the summary administration of the bankrupt’s estate, as there 
were no assets, and the debts amounted to £3,000. The bankrupt now 
applied for his order of discharge. 

x ay of the chief official receiver stated to the court the following 
facts:—The bankrupt commenced business as a merchant in the city of 
London in 1879, with a capital of £150. He had incurred a debt to the 
amount of £590 when he knew himself to be insolvent, and he continued 
to trade under the same condition of circumstances, and incurred debts 
on the Stock Exchange by means of rash and hazardous speculations. 

Barnett (solicitor), for the bankrupt. 
| Pocock, for creditors. 

W.W. Aldridge, for the Chief Official Receiver. 

The bankrupt was examined at some length in support of his application 
for discharge. 

Psprs, Registrar, held that the offences charged against the bankrupt 
had been substantially proved, and that being the case, it was of the first 
importance to the administration in bankruptcy that a uniform and sub- 
stantial punishment should be inflicted; hence the order of discharge 
must be suspended for a period of two years. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Proor 1x Banxrurrcy—Loan From Buripinc Socirery—Premium PAY- 
ABLE IN InsTALMENTS—BANKRUPTCY OF BorroweRr.—In a case of Ex parte 
Bath, before the Court of Appeal on the 20th inst., a question arose as to 
a proof in respect of a ‘‘ premium’”’ charged by a building society for a 
loan to one of its members, he having filed a liquidation petition under 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. The loan was secured by a mortgage to the 
society of property belonging to the member, the principai sum, premium, 
and interest being made (in the mode usual in such cases) payable by the 
member to the society in a series of monthly instalments, each of which 
‘was composed of principal, interest, and premium, and upon default in 
payment of any one instalment the whole unpaid balance of the debt was 
to become payable. The so:iety claimed to prove in the liquidation for 
the balance of the debt after deducting the estimated vaiue of their 
security, which was deficient. The Court of oy (Ex parte Bath, 
L. R. 22 Ch. D. 450, 27 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 69) held that, so far as the 
proof related to interest accrued due after the commencement of the liqui- 
dation, it must be rejected. On the taking of the account of the amount 
due to the society on this footing the trustee in the liquidation claimed 
to have the instalments of premium accrued due after the commencement 
of the liquidation disallowed, on the ground that the premium was really 
interest under another name. The court (Baccattay, Corron, and 
Lrotey, L.JJ.), however, held that the premium was not in the nature of 
interest, but: was a capital sum or bonus charged by the society in respect 
of ‘the convenience to the borrower of the mode in which the loan was 
made repayable. It was a debt at once, though it was made payable in 
instalments. Of course, if the premium had really been interest in another 
guise, the rule, that there cannot be a proof for interest accrued 

ue after the commencement of a bankruptcy, could not be evaded by 
calling the interest by another name.—OCounszL, F. Turner ; J. Chester and 
H. Reed. Sortcrrons, H. Rumney ; Bonner, Wright, § Co. 





Proor 1x Baxxrurrcy—Evipenck —ADMIssIBsILITy—Bankrvpt’s StatE- 
MENT or Arrars.—In a case of Ez parte Revell, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 20th inst., a question arose as to the admissibility of evidence 
in support of a proof tendered in a bankruptcy. The bankruptcy com- 
menced in 1842. For many years there were no assets for distribution 
among the creditors, but recently, by reason of the death of the bank- 
rupt’s father (the bankrupt himself being also dead), considerable assets 
had fallen in, and in consequence of this a number of claims had been 
made by persons who had not previously tendered any proofs. The claim 
to prove was by the nal representative of H., and in the bankrupt’s 
statement of his affairs, made at the commencement of the bankruptcy, 
there was an entry of a debt due to H. This statement was verifiei by 
the oath of the bankrupt, but in an ex parte proceeding without any cross- 
examination. The court (Baccatiay, Corron, and Lixpiey, L.JJ.) held 
that the bankrupt’s admission of the debt did not bind the assignee in 
the ore, acd or the other creditors, It was not an admission against 
interest. wNSEL, Winslow, Q.C., and Yate Lee; Bigham, Q.C., and H. 
Reed, Soxrscrrons, Still ¢ Son; M. T. Hodding. , 





Luxacy—Truiat or Issvz ny Juny—Luyacy Recunation Act, 1862, s. 4 
—8 & 9 Vicr. c. 109, s. 19.—In a case of In re Scott, before the Court of 
Lunacy on the2Ist inst., a question arose as to the construction of the pro- 
visions made by section 4 of the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1862, for the 
trial-by a jury of the question of the mental capacity of an alleged lunatic. 
In the present case an order was, on the 4th of February, 1884, made in 
la W Bowen, L.J., upon a petition of a brother of the alleged 
1 an inquiry before the Master in Lunacy by a good jury 
of the county of Middlesex, as to the lunacy. On the 29th of Starch an 
order was made by Bowen, L.J., that all further proceedings under the 
order of the 4th of February, so far as it directed the inquiry to be held 
by one of the Masters in Lunacy be stayed, and that the inquiry con- 


cerning the alleged lunacy be had and made before a good jury, and 
that, pursuant to the provisions of the tion ise 1862, 
such an inquiry be e under an issue to be tried in the High Court of 
Justice, in the Queen’s Bench Division, and that the question in such 
issue should be whether the alleged lunatic was a person of unsound 
mind and incapable of managing himself or his affairs. The issue was 
tried before Denman, J., and resulted in a verdict that the alleged 
lunatic was a m. of unsound mind and incapable of managing himself 
and his affairs. The lunatic afterwards ey for a declaration that 
the roceedings before Denman, J., were null and void from non-compliance 
with the provisions of section 4, under which the order of March, 1884, 
puaneater to be made. By this section it is provided that wherever under 
the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1853, the Lord Chancellor shall order an 
inquiry before a jury, ‘‘ he may by his order direct an issue to be tried in 
one of her Majesty’s superior courts of common law at Westminster, and 
the question in such issue shall be whether the alleged insane person is 
of unsound mind and incapable of managing himself or his affairs, 
and the provisions of the said Act (of 1853) with respect to commissions 
of lunacy and orders for inquiry to be tried by a jury and the trial 
thereof, and the constitution of the jury, shall apply to any issue to be 
directed as aforesaid, and the trial thereof, and subject thereto such issue 
and the trial thereof shall be regulated by the Act of 8 & 9 Vict.c. 109, 
to amend the law concerning games and wagers, and the verdict upon any 
such issue finding the alleged insane m to be of unsound mind and 
incapable of managing himself or his affairs shall have the same force to 
all intents and purposes as an inquisition under a commission of lunacy 
finding a person to be of unsound mind and incapable of managing him- 
self or his affairs returned into the Court of Chancery.”’ Section 19 of 
the Act 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, provides that ‘‘in every case where any court 
of law or equity may desire to have any question of fact decided by a 
jury, it shall be lawful for such court to a writ of summons to be 
sued out by such person or persons as such court shall think ought to be 
plaintiff or plaintiffs against such person or persons as such court shall 
think ought to be defendant or defendants therein, and, thereupon, all 
the proceedings shall go on and be brought to a close in the same manner 
as is now practised in lay under a feigned issue.’’ It was con- 
tended on behalf of the lunatic that, without the issue of a writ as 
directed by the statute, Denman, J., had no authority to entertain 
any question, to hold the inquiry, or even to administer an oath, 
and that consequently the whole inquiry was coram non judice and a mere 
nullity. The court (Baccattay, Corron, and Lixptey, L.JJ.) overruled 
the objection. Baccatay, L.J., said that the Lords Justices sitting in 
lunacy were neither a court of law nor of equity, but, nevertheless, they 
might wish to have the question whether a person was or was not of un- 
sound mind tried by a jury. The simple question in such a case was 
soundness or unsoundness of mind, and there was no occasion to decide 
who was to be plaintiff or defendant. Before the Act of 1862 the only 
mode of determining the question of the sanity or insanity of the alleged 
lunatic was by inquiry before one of the Masters in Lunacy, either with or 
without a jury. Having regard to the language used in the Act, he 
thought it was not n that a writ of summons should be issued for 
the soupene of showing what the issue to be tried was, or who was to be 
plaintiff or defendant to such issue. Section 4 provided that the pro- 
visions of the ama f Act, 1853, should apply to any issue to be directed 
and the trial thereof, and, ‘‘ subject thereto, such issue and the trial 
thereof ’’ should be ted by 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, s. 19—that is to say, a 
certain mode of p: ure having been adopted, which brought the matter 
down to the time of trial, it was then taken up under 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109. 
It appeared to him, therefore, that no writ of summons was necessary, as 
the issue was defined, and everything for which a writ of summons was 
required was already provided for by section 4. What possible advantage 
could there be in having a writ of summons issued merely for the pw 
of obtaining that which the Act had already provided? Corron, L.J., 
said that the question was whether section 4 of the Act of 1862 did not of 
itself give the Lord Chancellor (or the Lords Justices) jurisdiction to direct 
a trial before a judge without anything else being n to give validity 
to such trial. Construing section 4 fairly and reasonably, he was of 
opinion that it did by implication give the judge before whom the 
question whether the alleged lunatic was of unsound mind was 
to be tried, power to do everything that was necessary to 
try the question, and for that — to administer oaths, and generally 
all powers in order to make that effectual which the statute had autho- 
rized to bedone. The argument founded upon the reference in section 4 
to the provisions contained in section 19 of 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, was in his 
opinion erroneous, as it turned upon an erroneous view of the nature of 
proceedings in lunacy. Those Legere Seg not taken adversely be- 
tween litigants on either side, but were before the Lord Chancellor 
or the ms delegated under the special —— given by sign manual 
to act for the care and custody of lunatics, and jurisdiction was exer- 
cised by them, not as judges of the Court of Appeal deciding between ad- 
verse litigants, but as the persons to whom the authority given to the Lord 
Chancellor had been intrusted. In his opinion, all that was intended by 
the introduction of the words in question was that*section 19 of the 
former Act should apply: so as to le the court to ascertain whether the 
all lunatic was or was not of unsound mind, and not that the pro- 
should be converted into a litigation between adverse parties. If 
it had intended that there should be a writ issued, there would have 
been a direction to that effect. Lixpiex, L.J., concurred.—CovunseL, 
Sir H. Giffard, Q.C., Bucknill, and E. Beaumont ; Murphy, Q.O., and Swinfen 
Eady. Sorscrrous, Hall, Knight, § Co. ; Parker, Garrett, ¢ Parker. 
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mos—Compaxtgs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. o. 89), s. 115—GunzraL 
Orpen, Novemper, 1862, zn. 60.—In a case of Re The Norwich 
Equitable Fire Assurance Company, before Bacon, V.C., on the 20th 
inst., ® question arose whether a creditor of a company which 
was being wound up, who had obtained an order giving him liberty to 
attend the Repo had a right to attend the examination by the 
official liquidator under section 115 of the Com es Act, 1862, of a 
witness upon whose evidence the claim of the itor in a + measure 
depended. Bacon, V.C., said that the law gave the official liquidator 
to examine witnesses in order to get up evidence to support the case 
of the company. No one else had any right to be present at such 
examination any more than he had to see counsel’s opinion obtained by 
the other side. The creditor could not be injured, as he would have an 
opportunity of cross-examining the witness if his evidence were eventually 
made use of. No word of the examination itself could ever be used 
inst the creditor, so that his position would not be affected in any way. 
The motion, asking for a declaration that the creditor was not entitled to 
attend, must be allowed, with costs.—Covnsr., Marten, Q.C., and Seward 
Brice ; Hemming, Q.C., and Cababé ; Methold. Soxicrrons, Boxall § Boxall ; 
EB. W. & R. Oliver ; Owles § Collinson. 


od 


Srzciric Perrormance—Buiipinc Scuzeme—Covenant To rorm Srresr. 
—In a case of Woodhouse v. Hargreaves, before the Court of Appeal on the 
93rd inst., a question arose as to enforcing the ormance by the 
purchaser of one of the lotsof an estate, which was being laid out for buildi 
purposes, of a covenant to form a portion of an intended new street, whic 
was to form the boundary of his lot. The estate was sold by trustees 
forsale. The defendant bought one of the lots, and in the conveyance to 
him he contended that he would, within three months after being 
required by the vendors to do so, construct at his own expense a moiety of 
an intended new street, the centre line of which was the boundary of his 
lot, This wasin March. G., the purchaser of another lot on the opposite 
side of the intended new street, entered into a similar covenant with the 
vendors. In October, 1880, the vendors served notice on the defendant to 
cnstruct the- moiety of the street on his lot, and in August, 1881, 
the vendors and G. commenced the action to enforce the performance of 
the defendant’s covenant. G. had done nothing to construct his portion 
of the street, but in fact had let that part of his land on which the street 
was to be constructed to a person who was using it as a quarry, and who 
wanted the new street to be made in order to give access to the quarry. 
Nothing had been done as to the construction of the street by the 
purchasers of other lots, or by the vendors in whom some unsold lots 
remained vested. Bacon, V.C., held that thedefendant ought to be compelled 
to perform his covenant. The Court of Appeal (Baccatuay, Corron, and 
Linpiex, L.JJ.) held that, having regard to the delay in carrying out 
the scheme, the plaintiffs were not entitled to compel the performance of the 
covenant,—CounsEL, Millar, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; Marten, Q.C., and B. 
Eyre. Soxscrrons, Gregory, Roweliffes, § Co. ; J. W. Sykes. 


Marnrrep Woman—Szparate Ust—SgraraTe Property ACQUIRED AFTER 
Contract—Marriep Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), 
8. 1, sus-szoTions 1—4,—In the case of Conolan v. Leyland, before Chitty, 
J., on the 20th inst., a motion was made to enforce against the defendant, 
a married woman, an arbitrator’s award made in January, 1884, in pursu- 
ance of a consent reference by order of April, 1883. It appeared that 
the cause of action was a contract entered into, in 1872, by the defendant 
with the aan The question arose whether, under the Married 
Women’s rty Act, 1882, s. 1, sub-sections 1—4, separate pro 
acquired by the defendant subsequently to the date of the contract could 
be taken in execution of judgment. Jones v. Barraud (31 W. R. 786), 
Severance v. The Civil Service Supply Association (48 L. T. 485, 31 W. R. 
Dig. 52), and King v. Lucas (31 W. R. 904, L. R. 23 Ch. D. 712) 
were referred to. Onirry, J., said that the real question was whether the 
Legislature intended to give a new effect to a contract entered into before 
the Act, and in this respect to make the Act retrospective. His lordship 
directed the question to stand over for further ar, ent.—CounsEL, Ince, 
Q.C., and McConkey ; Romer, Q.C. Soxricrrons, W. W. Wynne, for Evans, 
Luckett, § Co., Liverpool; F. W. Wynne, for Simpson ¢ North, Liverpool. 





Soricrror’s Cuarce—Prorerty Recoverep on Preservep—23 & 24 
Vict. c. 127.—The case of Jackson v. Smith, which came before Kay, J., 
on an adjourned summons on the 21st inst., raised the question whether a 
solicitor by whose exertions a fund had been recovered for the plaintiff in 
the action, which was an action for dissolution of partnership, was entitjed 
to a charge upon the fund under 23 & 24 Vict. ¢, 127, in priority to the 
creditors of the partnership who were before the court. y, J., said it 
was clear that the solicitor was entitled to charge the fund against the 
parties to the action, because the charge was treated as com; for 
talvage, but the question was whether that principle — as against 
creditors in a partnership action. It was admitted that the pro 
might never have been realized at all but for the exertions of the solicitors. 
Tt was held in Bailey v. Birchall (2 H. & M. $71); B v. Bulley (26 W.R. 
310, L. R. 8 Ch. D. 479); and Greer v. Young (81 W. R. 930, L. R. 24 
Ch. D. 545), that a solicitor, by whose exertions a fund ps tug recovered, 
was entitled, not only as against the parties to the , but against 
everybody who was before the court, though an order would not be made 
against any person in his absence: Hamon v. Giles (27 W. R. 834, L. R. 
11 Ch. D. 942). The creditors had reaped the benefit of the recovery of 
the fund, and the salvage principle applied as much to them as to the mone 
of the action. His lordship, therefore, ordered the fund to be charged 
both as against the plaintiff and defendant, and as against the creditors of 


perty | to his sister 





incurred. —CouNszL, 


the partnership, but in of costs 
~ on, yok He r} y. Soxrrorrors, A. ¢ 


Church ; Hastings, Q.C., ani Ghose 
G. Digby ; Haynes ; Tabor ; T. EB. § H. Scott. 


Power or ApvANCEMENT—Consent or Tznant vor Lire—Dergarinc 
Creprrors 1x Bankrurrcy.—In a case of In re Cooper, Cooper v. Slight, 
before Kay, J., on the 20th inchs goueee arose as to the power of 
a tenant for life, who had become pt, to consent to the exercise by 
trustees of a power of advancement for the benefit of his child. Tne 
trustees of a certain will were empowered to advance the child of J. 
Cooper, subject to his consent in w: ting, to the extent of half the capital 
of a sum of money to the interest of which he was entitled for life. J. 
Cooper became bankrupt, and it was argued that his power of consenting 
had gone, and was now in the trustee in bankruptcy. Kay, J., said it 
must be taken as settled that, where there is a tenancy for life and the 
‘ultimate interest is in the tenant for life, who has a power of appointment 
by which he might defeat his creditors, the power is not, on his becoming 
bankrupt, extinguished, but he is not allowed to exercise it so as to defeat 
creditors. If the trustee in bankruptcy does not object, then the tenant 
for life can exercise it, but such consent would not be without the 
order of the Court of Bankruptcy. This seemed to be case here; the 

wer was not extinct, but not be exercised by the t unless 

e obtained the leave of his trustee, acting under the sanction of 
of Bankruptcy.—CounsgL, Chadwyck Healey; Sir A. Watson; H. M. 
<0 eid Soxicrrors, Sidney Steadman § Co ; Hicks § Arnold; Mott § 

lent. 


Company—Winpinc vp—Dreecror—Misreasanc8—JoInT AND SEVERAL 
Lranitrry—Companies Act, 1862, s. 165.—In a case of In re The Carriage 
Co-operative Supply Association, before Pearson, J., on the 19th inst., a 
question arose as to the joint and several liability of directors for a mis- 
feasance under section 165 of the Companies Act, 1862. The = 
the company, out of a number of fully paid-up shares, which he received 
under the agreement between the vendor to the company and a trustee 
for the company, transferred to each of five directors of the company 
twenty shares as their qualifying shares. The articles of association pro- 
vided that the qualifying shares of a director might be shares i 
issued as fully paid-up shares. In the subsequent winding up of the 
company the liquidator sought to make R., one of the directors, liable, 
not only for the value of the shares thus transferred to him, but also for 
the value of those which were transferred to his co-directors. 
Pearson, J., held that R. was jointly liable. He said that the shares 
were taken as cash by the promoter in part payment of a sum of money 
payable to him. If he, instead of transf twenty shares to each of 
the directors, had given £100 in cash to each of then no doubt 
each would have been liable jointly and severally for the whole sum, and 
he could make no distinction between a transfer of shares and a payment 
of asum of money. All of the directors were parties to the transaction, 
and as the shares were transferred to them with the consent of all, they 
were all equally liable.—Covunset, Cookson, Q.C., and Buckley ; Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and Heath. Soxtcrrors, Harcourt ; Musgrave. 


Lecacy—CuArGE ON REAL Estatz.—In a case of Hall v. Hall, before 

charged’ oh real estate, A testator by his will bequeathed to hie wite £300, 
on estate. testator by ’ 

and; after bequea' another pecuniary | , he gave and bequeathed 
the ue of his property o description. Bya 
codicil the testator left to his wife the sum of £700, in addition to what he 
had already left her in his will. Pxzarson, J., held that the whole £1,000 
given to the widow was charged on the testator’s real estate. The £300 
given by the will was clearly charged on the reale state, the residue being 
that which remained after payment of the . And the £700, being an 
addition to the £300, in the same ition. —CounssL, 7. L. Witkin- 
son ; Bunting. Souscrrors, Indermaur § Brown ; Howard § Shelton 


Mortcace—ForecLosunrE—RepempTion—Morteaces or Two Estarts— 
Costs or Acrron—ConveyancineG Act, 1881, s. 17.—Im a case of Clapham 
v. Andrews, before Pearson, J., on the 21st inst., a question arose as to the 
form of a foreclosure judgment in an action for foreclosure of two 
mortgages of different estates for different sums, executed at different 
times by the same mortgagor to the same wy Both the mort- 
gages were executed after the Conveyancing Act, 1881, came into opera- 
tion, and they could not, therefore, be consolidated. The question was 
whether, in taking the accounts, the costs of the action t to be 
apportioned between the two . Psgarson, J., held as to 
each mortgage, an account s be taken of what was due to the 

laintiff for principal and interest and the whole of the costs of the action. 
Fie said that. if the defendant desired to redeem either separ- 
ately, he ought to pay the whole of the costs of the action. 
Stallard. Soxrtcrrors, Clapham § Fitch. 
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Lease—Forreirurs on Bankruptcy on Fring a Parrrion rx Liquipa- 
TION—PRESENTATION OF Bankruptcy Prrrrion By Lasses—Fixrurss— 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, s. 149—Converancine Act, 1881, s. 14.—In a case 
of Ex parte Gould, before a divisional court of the Queen’s Bench Di 
on the 19th inst., a question arose as to the forfeiture of ng yy 
of the presentation of a bankruptcy petition by the lessee. e lease 
which was granted in 1880, of a machinery-room, or 
house, for a term of twenty-one years, determinable by 
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alia, the several 

be the property of ‘the lessees, and should be removeable by them, 
ey making good all damage done by the removal. There was a pro- 
(1) that in case (inter alia) the lessees should during the term be 
pt, or file a petition in liquidation, or make an assignment for the 
benefit of their creditors, then the term should cease; (3) that on the 
@etermination or cesser of the term the machinery -room, warehouse, and 
chimney should be and remain the property of the lessors, but (4) all the 
machinery, and also all the other buildings erected by the lessees should 
be their property, and should be removed by them previously to the deter- 
tien or cesser of the term (unless it should be then mutually agreed 
between the lessors and lessees that the lessors should purchase them). the 
lessees, im c38e the same should be removed, to make good all damage 
whieh might be caused by the removal. The articles mentioned in the 
sehedule were such things as iron columns, beams, floors, and brick piers. 
Tn March, 1884, the lessees presented a bankruptcy petition under the 
Act, 1883, and a receiving order was made, and the question 
was whether the filing of this petition had caused a forfeiture of the 
leasée—whether, that is, the presentation of the petition was within the 
meaning of the proviso a “filing a petition in liquidation.” Section 
149 of Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provides that ‘‘where by any Act or 
instrument reference is made to the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, the Act or 
instrument shall be construed and have effect as if reference were made 
to the corresponding provisions of this Act.” The court 
atuEw, Cave, and Dax, JJ.) held that a forfeiture had taken place. 
Marnew and Cave, JJ.; were of opinion that section 149 applied ; that in 
the proviso reference was made to the filing of a liquidation petition 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and that the provisions of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, as to the presentation of a bankruptcy petition by a 
debtor, were ‘‘ corresponding provisions ”’ to those in the Bankruptcy Act, 
1869, as to the filing of a liquidation petition. Day, J., thought that 
section 149 did not apply, but that the words “‘ file a petition in liquida- 
tion” in the proviso were not used in any technical. sense, and meant 
roceedings for the liquidation of their affairs without a 
tcy.”” The other question was as to the effect of the provisions 
2 en to the articles mentioned in the schedule to the lease, and 
the m , &c., mentioned in clause (3) of the iso. The court 
held that on 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, did not apply, and 
that the articles mentioned in the schedule, and also the wacked? and 
ings referred to in the clause (4) of the proviso, belonged to the 
receiver, even if he could not enter and remove them. If he could not, 
vahont't Ay An yeaoe A to = upon ition oat to — — oe. to him, 
eu the caused by removal,—CovunsgL, 
Winslow, Q.C., and Tor Lee; Arthur Charles, Q C., and Horace. Browne ; 
Arthur Powell, Souterrons, Waterhouse, Winterbotham, § Harriaon ; 
Wedlake, Letts, § Wedlake ; G. Whale. 
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SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Hicgit Court or Justice—QuvueeEn’s Bencu Drvision. 
(Sittings in Bane, before Maruzw ané Day, JJ.). 
Sune 20.—In the Matter of William Foden Dodge and Edmund Phipps, 
Solicitors. 

This was an application on the part of the Incorporated Law Society to 
atrike two solicitors off the rolls. It appeared that the pa hy ce ay 
tiom, Messrs. Dedge & Phipps, were in ership, and until recently 
practised in Liverpool, but in November last the firm became bankrupt, 
theix liabilities being estimated at £72,000, and their assets at £4,500. 
The charge made by the Tocespossing Law Society was that the firm had 

twe. sumg, one of £2,000 and another of £1,800, to invest on 
bebalf of a client. whose estate they managed, and that neither of these 
sume were in fact invested, but were retained by the firm. 

Wis, Q.C, (Hollams with him), appeared for the Incorporated Law 


mist Farrer Herschel, 8.G. (W. R. Kennedy with him), appeared for Mr. 


© one appeared on behalf of Mr. Dodge, who, it was stated, had 
recently gone America. 
It was urged, om behalf of Mr. Phipps, 


that the acts complained of 
were due to the misconduct of his 


partner, and that he had known nothing 
of the matter, Mr. Dodge having attended to the family business of the 
firm, while Mr. attended solely to the litigation branch. 

The Covnr ref the matter to the master to inquire into the charge 
as it affected Mr. Phipps, but granted the application in the case of Mr. 
Dodge.— Tiines. 








The Committee of the Bar Library, Royal Courtsof Justice, have forwarded 
to the Lord Chancellor the following resolution in recognition of his efforts 
on behalf of the bar—viz. : ‘‘ That this committee desires to tender to the 

Hon. the Lord Chancellor, its hearty thanks for the interest he hag 
in the institution of the bar library in the Royal Courts of Justice, 
for the very handsome and efficient accommodation which, through 
lordship’s intervention, has been secured for the members of the bar 
to avail themeelves of the ies the library affords for 
and * Fis stated that Sir Frederick Pollock, the Queen’s 

, hae «flered to plece at the disporal of the committee for 


HH 


ES 


contained a covenant by the leseors that, 
mentioned in a schedule to the deed} 


=— 


THE JUDGES AND THE CIRCUITS. 


Tue following Treasury Minute has been issued :— 
of dated June 16, 1884. 


Copy of Treasury Minute, 
“The Chan of the Exchequer states to the board that he has been 
in communication with the Lord on the subject of the 


hancellor 

"ATs geneeal gievdh ck tuateaga Sh sk eommegmeet Deipetons Ban 
e@ general growth o ess of eonsequen ation, 
in the m but. also in many of the leading commercial hay 4 
the provinces, has, of late years, me, increased the demands on the 
} time of the judges of the Supreme , until it has pow become neces. 

sary, in the opinion of the Lord Chaneellor, either to make such 
tion of the g arrangements as will result in a better ey | of 
judicial time, or to increase the number of judges beyond that fixed by 
the Judicature Act of 1873, and the subsequent amending statutes. 

** To this latter alternative there are many and serious objections, ip. 
dependent of the question of expenditure. 

‘The Lord Chancellor and the Chancellor of the Exchequer concur in 
the opinion that the main objects which should be sought in any madif- 
cation of the existing arrangements are the following :— 

**1, To meet the demands for longer and more continuous sittings at 
the great provincial centres, such as Manchester and Liverpool, extending 
to other times than the ordinary circuits, and for the addition of Birming. 
ham, and, possibly, of some other populous places to the assize system. 
‘*2. To effect such an econ in the expenditure of the judicial time 
that the judges of the Court of Appeal, and of the Chancery, and the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Divisions may, as far as ible, be 
relieved from circuit business; and that their services may thus remain 


available for ree open continuously the metropolitan courts and 
divisions, in which the greatest pressure, and, indeed, block, of business 
now exists. 


‘For this purpose it is necessary that the cireuit business should, at 
least for the present, be undertaken by the pe one! the Queen’s Bench 
Division alone, and the Lord Chancellor has i the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer that, with the advice and’ co-operation of those learned 
judges, his lordship has been enabled to make arrangement by which the 
requirements above referred to will be in a great measure attained. 

‘These arrangements provide for— 

** (a.) The of all existing civil and criminal assizes. 

‘* (6.) The @ivision of assize towns into those where the business can 
be disposed of by one judge, and those which require the attendance of 
more than one. 

‘* (¢.) A more elastic treatment of the circui's, so that the same judge 

may sit in towns other than those on any icular circuit. 

** (d.) An arrangement by which the its shall not necessarily all 

take at the same time. 

“ Under this scheme the Lord Chancellor estimates that, during the 

winter and summer circuits, there will be eight judges absent from Lon- 

don for thirty-one days on an average, and two judges absent for about 

twenty-one days; and that two judges will also absent from London - 
Nt 


— 


fora month and more in June and and a month or more in December 
and January, sitting at Manchester and ; 

‘* The aggregate of the judges’ time thus occupied would probably, on 
an average, not exceed 700 Sg 
‘This work, however, will be confined to the Queen’s Bench Division, 
and will thus fall upon a much smaller number of judges than at present, 
and will materially increase the amount of attendance on circuit, and 
consequently the actual expenditure out of pocket of each individual 


udge. 
‘ mn these circumstances, the Lord Chancellor and the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer consider that it will be reasonable that the jud should 
be reli from the necessary expense of the travelling and subsistence of 
themselves and their suites during circuit, and the Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer — to the board a 4 = ne ulate an ee been 
rendered ible by the co- tion o the concerned. 

“ The Scenauil is as ‘llows-— “i F 
“ The will pay, from a vote of Parliament, to any judge going 
circuit, whether it be a winter or summer circnit, or a circuit held under 
the Autumn or Winter Assizes Acts, an inclusive allowance of £7 10s. for 
each day on which he is necessarily absent from London, together with his 
actual railway fares, 
“ The Treasury will also pay such sum as, after inquiry, they shall con- 
sider sufficient to cover the necessary tra’ mses of the clerks 
(two or one, as the case may be) who.accom: the judge. . 
“The Treasury will Rey to. the accompanying a judge, 
instead of his existing allowance, remuneration at the rate of £2 2s. 
ae each day on which he is necessarily absent from London on circuit 


ty. 
** The judge will himself provide for the travelling and all other expenses 
of the marshal and of his servants. 

““On the other hand, the judges of all the divisions of the Supreme 
Conrt, in. their desire to prevent the above arrangement from imposing & 
heavy and permanent burden on the Exchequer, have voluntarily made 


an important 

vt Under the provisions of the Judicature Act, 1873, 5, 79, there are 
attached to each judge of the High Court two personal clerks with salaries 
of £400 and £200 a year respectively. 
“A council of the judges held, pursuant to the 75th section, has now 


resolyed as follows :— . 
out of the said scheme (i.¢., for 





<4 % ve a eat in his custody as Queen’s Remembrancer, 


“Tn order to facilitate the eme (i. 
e  pareaens of the cincuit expenses of the judges), the existin, inde 
iy ’ 


th 
of all the divisions agree that on the occurrence of a vacancy, 


June 28, 1884, _ 
— 
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of either of the two 
deniers). Tosh of an: Fao mg yy such = shall cease to have a 
fanior clerk, and thenceforth have, and from time to time ap t 
one clerk only, whose salary shall be £400 per annum, provided the 


salary of no existing clerk shall be reduced.’ 
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LEGAL APPOINT MENTS. 


Mr. Wuiuax Warcmun, solicitor (of the firm of Welchman & Coeri:h)s 


«Future appointments to. the bench will be made on ition that the | of Wisbeach Me. 
judge appointed will have a single personal clerk with 9 salary of £400 per Weceeue a Up pad = ye ye Sr he Ie ot By; 
annum. 

“Phe Chancellor of the Exchequer has reason to believe that Mr. Cuantas Sreerron, of 88, Chancery-lane, has been ap 

inting authorities of the Supbeme Court ure willing to ey : ted a Commissioner “fo administer Oaths in the. Supreme Court of 
: we wnnee of the personal clerks — under the we the | Judicature. 
abeve resolution, have become redundant, by appointing such of their; Mr. Nanapuar Hartipas, Gov mt Fiandes at Bombay, has been 
number as mere found qualified to fill vaca: ok. E, as they occur, in junior | a) openies a Puisne J pass ~. Judicature at Bombay, on 
he administrative departments of the Supreme Court. e resignation of Mr. 
total yes effect of the new arraggement will be ‘to oe reece bas detss Gatien te 


de te vote of Parliament an immediate increased charge slightly in 
of £3,000 a year, but this obi 
ca year, a0 the'stat of vedanignl dant clerks is reduced by retirement or 


tely, when the salary of all these clerks shall have fallen in 
eine upon the vote will be £1,400 a year less than that which oye 


“The Chancellor of the Exchequer recommends to the board to sanction 
the above pom for the payment of the circuit expenses of the judges 
and their clerks 
oily Lords agree.” 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following quien were called to the Bar on Wednesday by their 
respective Inns of Court :— 


Ixvern Femrie.—Thos. William Henry Dillet ; James Edward Hamil- 
ton Benn, holder of a studentship awarded by the Council of L Bie. 
y the 

» awarded 


cation, Trinity, 1882, of a pupil riepey BB Ee 
Inner Temple, Feb: , 1883, and of the 
Council of Legal. 


Ta Dublin: Samuel Sandbach, M.A., Orford; “i. at Oenea, 
lope, B.A., Camb William Francis eddoes, ‘0! 
Willi Henry Carter Cuter “Dink, B.A., Cambridge ; ugh Clarence 
M.A., Oxford; Arthur John Matthews, Be + Oxford; 
Archibald Moore ; William Ernest Dunsford, B.A., 
Daniel, B.A, Oxford; Philip Francis 
Oxford; Charles Goluknath, B.A., 
ee ceeath h Stephen, BA., Cam ; Geoffrey Phayre Chamber. 
lain, B.A., Oxford; Edward "Upton B.A., Oxford; Frederick 
K North, B.A., LL.B., i Gilbert Robert Henry Oollis, 


B.A, Oxford; John ‘Rigby Murray, Lave, Tia ‘Gam Geo! 
t, B.A., Oxford; James fy, ‘Willoughby Livett, =. 


ae John Lowndes Gorst, B.A:, ; Ernest 
, Oxford ; Stanley Owen wadonaeter, , Oxford ; ers Walker 
bier BA. Oxford; John Frederick Peet "Rawlinson, LL.B., Cun. 
oo of a B es il ald Dig in common law awarded 
rendale, B Reginald Curtler, B.A., Oxford ; 
oll Teed we LL.B., bunts d Holden ty here 7 
Oxford ; idiam Barton, B. A, Cambridge ; John Alexander Bennion 
MA., bambrid q and Lewis Humfrey Edmunds, D.8c., 
London, B.A., LL:B., “Cambr 


Miupvyz Tempie,—Robert Charles Heron- Maxwell; Clive bg) wong 4 

— John Black, Queen's pony — Charles -s 
wning College, Cambridge ; fs) eir Astbury, re: x- 

ford, BA. Ist Saat B.C.L. Honours Examination, 1883 

Scholar, 1 1884, Middle Temple 20 guineas International Law 

1883 and 1884, and 100 guineas sop) Sak Peapnal Reqeste Lane Hehelor 

Lindesay John Robertson, i Weleoite of London, 100 


guineas Roman lew 
tship, sth qtinsne Geen Rha See 50 guineas Scholar, 
and 30 guineas International Law Scholar; Percy Read; Hamer 
Dolbey ; Keppelt Arthur Turnour ; Adrian Charles Chamier; Clement 
Henry Smiles Moore; Alexander Neilson Cumming, br Glasgow Uni- 
versity, B.A. Balliol College, Oxford ; Heury Louis Jean 
Koeing, University of London; John George rag ; Francis Gibbons ; 
Narendra Natha Mitra, Calcutta University ; Robert Frederic Colam ; 
Thomas Gardner Horridge; Thomas Duncan, M.A., LL. Bombay 
ipeniey Frank Stather Jackson; and Rudolph James Van 
le Groot 


MIDDLE TEMPLE. 


The following scholarships have been i “iy in the Temple : 
—Common law.—C. J. Morris, 100 guineas ; A, Parry, 30 guineas; J. 
Palit, Campbell Foster Prize, £10, 10s. ical and gona) property.— 
J, M. ae 100 guineas; E. Jeuks, 30 law.—. 
J. E. P. Wallis, 100 guineas ; A. EE. Ste 30 guineae. Equity.—E. B. 


Wright, 100 guineas: eT K. Anderson, 30 guineas 


will diminish at the rate of about Eng 


lish Law in the Univ at nerd College. 
first clase in 


He obtained the Lothian iS a 
Batam, 


classics in 1875. He was P Walser. 
Mr. Raleigh was called to the ber at Lincgin's im June, er 
is a member of the Northern Circuit. 

Mr. Joun Totver Warsrs, ee Oe Se ore ot Prete § Wee 
has been elected Vice-Chairman Great Yarmouth School > 
Mr. Waters was admitted a solicitor in 1871. 


Mr, Hrexy Hourwoon Caawroup, solicitor oS Se Son ot Content + 
Seed hone alot tote ee ek tee Came i ig geet and 
Middlesex for the ensuing year. Mr. wiord was MS isele nlioke 


in 1872. He is solicitor to the Vintners’ 
appointment as under-sheriff. 
Mr. ©. ©. Sxorro, solicitor, of No. 4, iW emteninaher-chamabars, Vietoria - 
street, London, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court. 


pany, and this is his fifth 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


-__ 
HOUSE QF LORDS. 
June 19.— Bills Read a Second Fime. 
Privats Brrts.—West Me' Tramways; Coventry 
ac Purchase) ; Dewsb' Improvement; London Southern bee me 
Extensions); Benefices (Tiverton Portions) Consolidation Amendment ; 
Consolidated Fund (No. 2). 
Bille in Committee, 
Sea Fisheries Act (1868) Amendment. 
Metropolitan Police. 
Bills Read @ Thind Time. 
Private Brtis.—Chester Improvement ; Northampton Water. 
Royal Military Asylum, Chi (Transfer). 
June 20.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Brits.—Burry Port and North-Western ose none Al 


Cleveland Extension Mineral Railway ; Mel uter Cirele 
way; London and South-Western Railwa orthampton and Daventry 
ae and Rochdale Tramways 


Railway ; Wirral Railway ; Manchester, 

(Extensions); Metropolitan Board of Works {District Railway Ventila- 

tors) ; Medina (Isle of Wight) Sub: way ; Metropolitan Board of Works 

a Powers); Jarrow ; Hendon Railway i Saeeone and 
on Direct Railway ; Corporation : Chatham and — 

Tramways ; Cranbrook and Paddock-wood Railway; Mersey Railway 


North London Tram ; Taft Vi Vi Railway ; 
Woolwich uitable Gas Milford Raltway ; Tostecig, Valley Rally ; ; vay 

- | Metropolitan Ways ; South-Kastern (Lewisham, Gane. 
wich, and District) a Easton Railway ; Folke- 


stone, , and Hythe Tramways; and the 
a) ene . 
Bills Read @ Thind Time. 


Privats Bu...—Staly Gas, 
Consolidated Fund (No, 

Great Seal. 

Sea Fisheries Act (1868) Amendment. 


June 23.—Royal Commission. 
The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the Property Bills :— 
Consolidated Fund 


Ey gn ee 


-Eastern Railway 





| 


Frands and 
ce aca Ean RS 
Cheshire Mag: eee ‘sud Tonoay Dict 

end Union Gas; T 

Y; Nord aster a = mre est, as 
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Extension; Windsor Corporation Water; Ruthin and Cerrig-y-Druidin 
Railway (Abandonment); Hull, Barnsley, and West Riding Junction 
Railway and Dock; London Hydraulic Power; and a number of Pro- 


visi Orders. 
Bilis Read a Third Time. 
Private Brts.—Maryport District and Harbour; Midland Railway. 


June 24.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Water Provisional Orders (No. 2). 
Tramways Provisional Orders (No, 2). 
Tramways Provisional Orders (No, 4). 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


June 19.—Bills in Committee. 
Representation of the People (passed through Committee). 
Customs and Inland Revenue. 
Settled Land Act Amendment. 


Bilis Read a Third Time. 

Private Brr1s.—Anglesey and Carnarvon Direct Railway ; Cardiff Cor- 
poration ; Chatham and Brompton Tramways; Cranbrook and Paddock- 
wood Railway; Mersey Railway; North London Tramways; Taff Vale 
Railway; Treferig Valley Railway ; Woolwich Equitable Gas; Milford 
Docks (Junction Railway); North Metropolitan Tramways; South- 
Eastern Metropolitan (Lewisham, Greenwich, and District Tramways). 

Fisheries, &c., Act, 1877, Amendment. 


New Bilis. 
Bill for the better protection of trustees of settlements (Mr. Tomirnson). 
Bill to amend the law relating to criminal lunatics (Mr. Hrsnerr). 


June 20.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Bru.—Great Western Railway (No. 1). 
National Debt (Conversion of Stock). 
Settled Land Act Amendment. 


June 23.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Contagious Diseases (Animals) Act, 1878 (Districts). 
Licensing Act (1872) Amendment. 


Bills in Committee. 
Royal Courts of Justice. 
Summary Jurisdiction (Repeal, &c.). 


Billi Read a Third Time. 
Customs and Inland Revenue. 


June 24,—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Medical Act Amendment. 


Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Brrt.—Smith’s Trust Estate. 
Summary Jurisdiction (Repeal, &c.). 


June 25.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Brrt.—Hallett’s Estate. 


Bill in Committee. 
Licensing Act Amendment. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


Lord Coleridge, says the Albany Law Journal, it is said, is about to 
= a volume of reminiscences of America. This will be eagerly 
ed for by our people, especially by our lawyers. We have had all 
sorts of British tourists in this country. A few among them have been 
either wise, or temperate, or agreeable persons, but until Lord Coleridge’s 
advent we have never found the combination of these three qualities in 
one person. He certainly never flattered us, and yet he did not seem to 
go on the principle that nothing good should be said of anybody until he 
is dead. It will be refreshing to get this view by an Englishman equally 
removed from the cynical idealism of Mr. Matthew Arnold, and the pro- 


fessional gush of Mr. Henry Irving, to mention two of our most recent | 


and accomplished visitors and critics. Other things being equal, we 
also prefer the views of an observer who does not visit us to make 
money. 


The following are the special questions in the department of jurispru- 
dence and the amendment of the law at the Birmingham Congress of the 
Social Science Association. International and Municipal Law Section: 
1. Is it desirable to introduce into the United Kingdom an official record 
of — and interests in land such as exists in the Australasian colonies ? 
2. at reforms are desirable in the law relating to the arrest and con- 
tinued detention of alleged lunatics, and to the control of their property ? 
3. What amendments are required in the system of local government in 
England, with regard to areas, functions, and representative or other 
au ? Repression of Crime Section: 1. Can our prisons be 

in a considerable degree, self-supporting, and, if so, by what 
means, without a sacrifice of their discipline and deterrent effect? 2. Should 
schools of discipline be established for the correction of juvenile offenders, 
and their detention for short periods? 3. What means would reduce the 
traffic in stolen property ? 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Court op Mr. J 
Date. Avenas.. V. 0. Bacon. Ae 
Monday, June sessoccers ° na Mr. Clowes Mr, K ie 
Tuesday, J ee eseecee arrer 08 

Wednesda ma 7 encore 2 Teesdale Clowes King 

3 Farrer Koe Merivale 
4 Teesdale Clowes ae 

LV ccccvecccccesece 5 Farrer Koe M vale 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justices 

Currrr. Norra. Pearson, 
Monday, June .....s+2+. 30 Mr. Pemberton Mr.Carrington Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday, Jaly eovccccsee Lt Ward Jackson Pagh 
Wednesda: eccccooesocece .2 Pemberton Carrington Lavie 
Thursday coccccccectoce 8 Ward Jackson Pagh 
Friday ccccccccceccecess 4 Pemberton Carrington Lavie 
Saturday ...ccccssesecses 5 Ward Jackson Pugh 





QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Tainity Sirrines, 1884. 
New Trial Paper. 
For Judgment. 
Page v Harrison (heard before Justice Grove and Baron Huddleston) 
Haines v Guthrie (heard before Justices Stephen and Mathew) 
For Argument. 

Moved 20th December, 1879 Middlesex, Nowell v Williams Sir H G ffard Lord 
Coleridge (Pt hd 25th, 26th, end 28th Mey, 1880, before Lord Coleridge and 
Justices Grove and Lopes) 

Moved 20d March, 1881 Liverpool, Starr & anr v Bolland MrGully Justice 
Field (Stands over) 

Moved 15th February, 1883 Norwich, Allison v Daplyn & ors Mr Cock Justice 
Matbew (Part heard To be mentioned 

S-t down Ist January. 1884 Middlesex, Westinghouse the younger v Lancashire 
e:d Yorkshire Ry Co Solicitor-Genersl Justice Denman 

Set down 19th February, 1884 Leede, Merley v Jackson & ors, Bedford and om 
v Juckeon & ors Mr Forbes Justice Field (Stands for defts to apply) 

Set cown 220d February, 16884 Leeds, Marley v Jackson & ore, Bedford & ors-y 

| Ja ksonandors Mr Rigby Justice Field (Stands for defts to apply) 

| Set down 28th March 1884 Middlesex, Gauntlett vy Grosvenor Bank sued &. 

Mr Collins Justice —\77 

| Set fom 29th March 1884 Middlesex, Dover v Syrett Mr Finlay Justice 

St phen 

Ss ry ions let April 1884 Middlesex, Merson v London & North-Western Ry 
Co Mr Bremner Baron Huddleston 

Se- down 8th April 1884 Middlesex, Ross Smythe & Co v Bennington Jastics 


Lopes 

Set down 9:h April 1884 Middlesex, Barrow & aur v Dyster, Nalder & Co Mr 
RT Reid Justice Lopes 

Set down 10th April 1884 Middlesex, Scotney. exor &o v Chamberlayne & anr 
Mr Pollard Baron Haddleston 

Set down 10th April 1884 Middlesex, Huddleston v Wheeler & anr Mr J J 
Sias Baron Huddleston 

Set down 16th April i884 Middlesex, Smith v Dart & Son Mr Finlay Justica 


Hawkins 
Set down 16th April 1884 Middéles+x, Australian Co]d vy Mr MacAndrew Mr 
Cohen Justice Grove 


Set down 17th April 1884 Middlesex, Todd v Flower Mr Keogh Justice 


Stephen 
Set duwn 17th April 1884 Middlesex, Sanroma v Evens & Son Mr Petheram 
Justice Haw 


8. ae 22nd April 1884 Middlesex, Turnbull v Taff Vale Ry Co Mr. Bigham 
ustice 


Set down aod Muy 1884 Luton County Court, Tooley v Peach Mr Broom 
Whigbaw, Erq, Judge 
Sct down 6th May 1884 Manchester, Bishop v Whiteley Mr Channel! Justice 


Day 
So 6th May 1884 Middlesex, Powers v Porter Mr R T Reid Justice 
rove 
Set down 8th Mey 1884 Middlesex, The Hawkins Hill Consolidated Gold 
Minit g Co v Sha 4 Mr Finlay To be re-heard before Justices Denmae 
Manisty Baron Huddleston 
| Set down 12th May 1884 Manchester, Muir & Co v Anglo-American Brash & 
| _ Electric Light Cold Mr Gully Justice Day 
as gt ey May 1884 Middlesex, Gore v Pennington Mr Mo Intyre 
ustice Step! 
Sct down 14 May 1884 Middleex, The Central News Id v Eastern Telegraph Co 
&ors Mr Murpby LC J of Evgiand 
Set down 15 May 1884 Leeds, Wright v Midland Ry Co Justice Butt 
0 Con Mey 1884 Middtesex, Wood v Bower &anr In Perron LC Jof 


8 
Set down 19 May 1884 Middlesex, Thomas Baynes & Co v Toye Mr Bullen 
Justice A L Smith 2 


Set aoers * 20 May 1884 Middlesex, Johnson v Mudford Mr Murphy 1 C J of 
down aed May 1884 Leeds, Wilson the younger v Atinson Mr Waddy 
us' att 
Set down 23rd May 1884 Middks:x, Weedon v Gas Light & Coke Co Mr 
Danckwerts Justice Denman ; 
Set down 23rd May 1884 Middlesex, Barker vy Lavery Mr Beddell Justice 


Manisty 
Set down 23rd Mey 1884 Midéleex, Zorn v Hurfer Mr Marpby Justire 
AL Swith 








| 





Set down 23rd May 1884 Middlesex, Guiffia by next friend v Nirth Met 
Tiame Co Mr Terrell Justice Deaman 


June 28, 1884, 
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, 
§-t down 24th ‘May 1884 Middlesex, Marshall v Bartlett & aor Mr Wivlis 


: tae 1884: Middlesex, Wilkios & ors v Greer Mr T R Kemp 


Set down 26th 
Jastice A L Smith 
Set down 26th May 1884 Leeds, Mason & anr v Pickles —— Butt 
Motion for Judgment to be ai with New Trial 
Set TS May 1884 Middlesex, Young & ors v Parish Mr Finlay 
ustice Fi 
Gaon 28ch May, 1884 Westminster, County Court of Middlesex, Sullivan v 
andenr Mr Lynch F Bailey, Esq, Judge 
Set down 28th May, 1884 Liverpool, Somerville v Keleall and ors Mr French 
“se 


re bl ee Midilesex, Weldon, married woman, v Johason Mr 
, 1884 County Court of Pwelheli, Pritchard v Pritchard G 


Set down 29eb 8s Middlesex, Foliv Bradshawe LC J of Englani 
Set down 30th May, 1884 Manchester (District Registry) Caristie v Coben 
ustice 


J 
Set down 30th May, 1884 Liverpool, Dales v McMaster Mr Gully Justice Day 
Set down 3let Fay 1884 Liverpool, Davies v Forwood Mr Bigham Justice Cave 


Special Paper. 


For meat, 
Restored let June 1883 | teen & anr (Noon and.Co) v Cotton demr to defence 
(Stands over, notice to be 


St down 4th June 1883 Lodge Parkers) v Crossley demr to defence (Stands 
over till decison of rappel ia Bankru: 
raser & Co (Williamson, Hill & Co) 


Set down 22ad F 1884 
v Staley, Radford & —- 

et down 12th May 1884 Newton in Makerfield Improvt Commnrs (Field & 

BB Justices of Lancaster special case before two jadges 
wn 23rd May 1884 for 17h Jane Weldon, married woman (J Neal) v 

erNeal Points of law parsvant to order 

Set dowo 27th May 1884 for 17th June Summers & ors (Clarke & Son) v Moor- 
house & ors case before two jadges a arn Election Act) 

Bet down 28th May 1884 for 17th June heffield & Lincolasbire 
Ry Co (Curliffe rd Co) v Denaby Main Colly Co pone case before two jadges 

Set down 3rd June 1884 for 17th June Weldon (Dod & Longstaffe) v Ravizre 
Polnte of law pursuant tc order 


Opposed Motions. 

Standing over. 
Thuey v Staines & West Drayton Ry Co (stands over for settlement) 
Cartis v Burn (stands over till after trial of action) 

For Argument. 
Reynard vy Waites (to be mentioned) 
Howeroft v Reeves 
Line and ors vy Warren 
Alderton v Archer 
pee. Nan, ond Co v Brows and anr (Godeell third party) 
Leach and ors v Dodwell 
_ 4 Same — hd to be resumed before Justices Day and A L Smith) 

a re Hep 
ad v Pee Me Metropolitan Bank and anr 
C ark v Laidlaw and anr 
In1@ Powers and ors 
G llespie v Allison 
la > an Arbitration between Edwin Webster and J B Harth 
Iare R J E Carr (ex parte T Matthews 
Jn re a Solicitor (ex parte Incorporated Law Society) 
In re an Arbitration between C Spurling and ors 
In re an Arbitration between Joshua Briggs a aur 
In re an Arbitration between Isaac G and Edwards 
Braby and Co v The Albert Exhibition Palace, Ima 
Mason and anr v Pickles (to be argued with motion for new trial, No 37) 
Sass rh ay JP ) 
ores — (ex Yeatman 
parte 


Tottman 
Homstesd, Executrix v Wells (Witherington and garnishees 
In re a Sul'citor (ex parte Incorporated Law Socicty , 
In re a Solicitor (ex parte Incorporated Law Society 
Teylor v Wolff 
Muson and anr v Pennell (the Streatham Hill and General Estates Development 
Co, imd, third — 
Lewis v Thomas und an 


prea 


Crown Paper. 
For Judgment. 
Middlesex The Queen v H. Ma. Postmaster-General Nisi for mandamus to ap- 
point arbitrator Ex parte G W. —— Co Argued 28th March 
Kent The Queen v Waring esq and ors i and Borer and ors Nisi to Jj to 
make — ag Public Health Act 1875 “Ex parte Bromley Local Board 
y 
we ae ae Sherstone and ors Wray ned Court Special case 
# appeal F Bayley Judge —_ 23rd M 
Met Pel ts rake ee wl i mgitrae's cane Argued 27th May 
or Argament, 
Sarrey The Queen vy Overseers of St Mary Magdalen Bermondsey Nisi for 
jus to wake out provisiunal list Ex parte Barrow 
Li The Queen v Hasleburet auditor &c Application for certiorari for 
mepoyy F Ex parte Jones Referred by Justice Mathew from Chambers 


Met Pol Dist Vestry of Marylebone v Rose Magistrate's case 
Cornwall Trewhella Antbouy Magistrate’s case = 
The Queen The Board of Trade N Nisei for mandamus to 
— to appointment of Receiver in Bankruptcy Expte creditors of 


hore The Qaeen vy Commrs of Sewers for pr teem of Fobbing, Corringham, &o 
Nisi for certiorari for ordera Expte J A 
Cornwall The Queen v Christopherson 3 of Sessions Nisi to quash (2 


Kingston on Hull The Quesn v Hall, Barnsley, &c Ry & Book Co Nil for 
certiorari for elton Ge eamenatien Eapte Beeu” 


gg army me Braintree. Union v Beddall Couaty Court Motion to en‘sr 

ann for defendant 

tan hae Nisi for mandamus to register trans- 

Northumberlasd, Newcastle-on-Tyne North Eastern Ry Co v Cairns County 
case Pisintiff's T Bradsha' Hag, Sade 


oned motion Ex pte Hawkins 
ge fea ir ih Mayor, &c of Colchester vy Death County Court Dafendant’s 
lor new trial 

Wesegtentiie The Qaee. v Fletcher, Esq and anr Jj &o Nisi for certiora i 


read mang Ian Ex pte F Browa 

Glam Peachy v Mayor &:0f Swansea County Court Motion 
to enter inter jdgt for dft 

Buckinghamshire Harnett v Miles Magistrate's 

Newport, Isle of Wight Harvey v Salter Masistr sts’ 8 case 

— aa om v yyy per ~ ane lin joan” ld County 
Court ecial case 4 atton a 

Bradford Hunter v Johnson ey Fe " 

G Cardiff Stevens vy Ackford County Court Special case Dit’s 


Oxford ‘King v Aes Co-eperniive Society County Court Motion 


ee ee ae 
Devonshire Queen v Town Council of Pept Tee Niai for 
Nisi for mandamus t> 


of loan parsaant t» 24 & 95 Viet. 0°30, s.3 Ex parte Morpetn 


Whitehaven Tae ees oie of the County Court of Cumber- 
land holden at Whitehaven and G Nelson and ora Nisi to settle and sign cae 
Ex parte Baird and Co 

N ham Jackson v Hill and anr meow tg 
Dorsetehire Coffin v D, ke and ors ‘8 case 
Kent The Queen v Recorder of Dover Nisi for mandamus to hear ap; 
of Iale of Thanet Highway Au hority to declare csrtain roids to be ma’ ae 
Berks The Quesn v Cox, Esq, and ors, Liceasing Jus:ices for the Bor vo 
Maidenhesd Nisi for mendamus to hear of T H Wesley to 


provisional licence final 
Surrey, Wandsworth Evershed v Bowden (Charing Cross Bank claimznt-) 
County Coart Motion to enter verdict for tiff or new trial 


Rev sue 
* a Trial et Bar (Gn Fey, 18th Tan, by order. 

ttorney-Gen v Bradlaugh for penalties 
Caus-s for Hearing. 


Attorney-Gen v Ellis and ors 
Attorney-Gen v Welsh Granite ~ ld and ors 


‘or Argument. 
Attorney-Gen of the Dachy of samuel v The Dake of Davonshire Exceptions to 
anewer 
Cases as to Income Tax. 
oy Seen & Plas Power Coal Co ld v W J Kirkpatrick (Surveyor of Tax) 
tell ({nspector of Taxes) vy Commres of St Pancras Baths and Wash-houses 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomrt Stock ComPanres. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


BANBURY COLOUR AND Paint Company, LuwiTep.—Chitt; 
at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
BRENTFORD AND ‘ISLEWORTH TRAMWAYS “oe gay ges ped 
» quired, on ox Retore Jur te sane their names and addresses, and 
culars of their debts and claims, to Frederick Bertram Smart, $5, Cannon st 
Tuesday, Aug 4, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 


Yi addenee , has fixed June 30, 


—— 5 hy heard t Pearson, J on June 28, 
be hg fides ater eS 
i Oax CoLLIERY Company, LimITEeD.— an July 6 Vice, Bs 
une 19, directed to be heard before a oma og oe roy *, Baden 
pony ow, aguas for North pF a a 
FLoaTInG SWIMMIN 


ENERAL Trust Company oF SovurH Arnica, 
Sy, i: dated June 13, it was ordered that the 
company. be wound up. Lumley and Lumley, Old Jewry ees solicitors for 

2 | oner 
ILLE an order made 
say ining wf 
agents for 


Lamp, Loan, MortcaGe, a 3 
Loarrep.—By an order m: 





Company, Luxrrep. 
was ordered thét the volun 


Kay, J pag ~~ ede 7 a 
ment of an official liquidator. 


‘West Enp Damy Farm Company, Loren. has fixed Monday, June 
80, at 1, at his chambers, for the appointment of Sot ay cfilotal 


sp RAR BTL: ES 
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Creditors are 1cquired, on or before July 21, to send their 
and the pm ticuisrs of their debts or claiins, te the Sve, ay hae 
at 12, is appt ix.ted for hearing and adjudicating upon the 


AP, petentes Feet os Bizected . be heart Relea, 2 J., On ay, pie 


June 20, directed to be beard befete Pearson, J., rchapu dnt f 
ulbert, Coleman st, solicitor for the petitioner 


C Ycuasts’ ACCIDENT A£SURANCE OORPORATION, as > tor 
— a ark directed to be heard before earson, J 
over, Walbrook, s0 solicitor for the petitioners 





IMITED. ——s for yinding up, presérited June 
Cirected to og heard’ before Pearson, 'J., on July 5 eene and Co, Ime, 
i t the aa 
FF District VER MINIXG ip weg LiTED.—By at order made by 
ae es ws dated J , ond. ne 1 - was that the company be wound up, Gfeen- 
ne st, itors oo petitioner 
ane pe CANNEL Tat an order mate by Mone A 
us dated June 14, it was ord ¢t a ihe voluntary winding up of 
be continued. Ch Staple inn, egents for Mayhew and 


ester 
solicito:s for the petitioners 
@ AND SUPPLY eee Soe 


LiestTine 
_ ednesday, July 2, at 12, at his chambers, for the appoint- 
ment of aj official tig idator - 


"Gunes, directed to be beard be Saleen faaay ee or wptne ines 


vicron — ers: SN ee a 
ome i agente for Walker le Weosdale, Leeds, eat wa Pal a Bow 


EE tense ate i .—By an order mad een dated June 
14, it a Brrch ey An ont oP the mines be continned. 
Parkes and 


well. ‘Queen Victor Victoria aL... ales =s oe. ne petionse 


be 4 ~——p e pny = Nae 
r 
claims, to Pek i na tte patio igs ae5 

pointed for h udicating upon Bristol debts and 

le, Tune 24.) 
UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 

AXD IstEWworTH TRaMWAYs CompP. order, 
dated /$6, appointed Frederick Bortrain Sinith , 38, Pag ¥., a be official 
eS pak Seems: ¥ ComPary.—Petition SD, pre. 


heard before Bacon V.C., at the Royal 
chbra, 


Sgetiee, on batarday, 3 IY Anwyl, 8t 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
my Onancrry. 


Stephen's Westminster, soli- 


(Gasette, June W.) 


Hynpsury Mi G@ Company, Limired eA an eveer tnade by 
the Vice-Chanection a dated tod Fane li, it was ordered that pompany pe 
wound up, and that Mr Joshua Rawlinson be continued as Creel ola! 
liquidator. Milne, Manchester, solicitor for the petitioners 


UNLIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Dvucrz Brainck PERMANENT BENEFT BUILDING eo a 
im os pameee Suly, 36. #4, to send thelr nathes and 


ones gis at 11, wt oe of be Digeriot Ragintrar is appotated for 


baine ka. adjudicating upon debts 
[ Gazette, June 24.1 
Farensty Soormtims Dissonvan. 
~~ or MourvaL Arp Society, National Schools, Hugglescote, Leicester, 
une 
— Longhope, Gloucester. June 21 


May Hitt Frrenviy Socrery, 
Sr. Pavr’s Lopes. N. A.1.U.0.0.F., ¥ Society, Sheffield Moor Hotel, 
South st, Moor, Sheffield. June 19 
(Gazette, June 24.) 


eet [ Gazette, Tune 20.) 








SALES OF 5 daa WEEK. 


ee - ashen, & Saw lekh, Woolwich, 
B j 
Sane on & pA = Ty Pan Pra . bits Property 


(see t, 


J pavegpinemen Say rE sand Jane ae Siart, Freehold Property (see 





é J e 
“yaa nda hea ‘Hewson, Famer & Eaoxwares at the Mart, at 
i Properties (see aiverliaaaent, suas Fag aot 
sani Mears, Hussey & BLacKYonRD, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold and 
sas Ji 4, 
July 3 Morr, Bass kes (nee edverts M ry Mj ine Mart, Lenschold Pavpaite, 


edlceel doeier 14, p. i. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 

TursbaY, June H4, 1864, 

Henderson, Ridley, Bush lane, Cannon st. June 20 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1089. 

ReCkEIvina Oxrpiizs, 

a Jane 2, 1881. 


ne 17. Ord June 11. Enam July Mo at $080 a0 Court house, Kags 


Moses, Yorkshire, Clothier. Stovkton on 
Pet May # June 16. ey rr 4 





> ee ad rd 
eae prea Mannincarcws. “Bisckgart, Pet Sunb 15, Spat Chin 
of Hadley, Bamet, Widow. Barnet. Pet May 9, 


at iat Barnet 
Rx} , Fancy Drapers, 
Pose n, Metal Worker. Goupaen. Pet Sune 17. Org 


sauan. Bram Ja 

ye | Ord dine sonae, Some _ Lanepias, Oat Cake Baker, Oldham. Pet June 18, 
Bute, Saiy Gasite Gary, Somersetahire, Grover. ‘Yedvil. Pet Jute 17. Ord Juke 
Dale, Samuel We ‘aisden, Lanéhshiré, Clerk th Holy Orders. Salford. Pet Jip 
17. ed Sune It. July 2 at 11.30 

oy oe , Cardiff, it. Cardiff. PetJinei4, Ord Jarie 16. Exe 


ron Bam Jay att wi Rownk » heb Barnet. Pet May 20. Oni 


Robert, Church, Peat. Ofi Merchant. Blackbuiy, 
qbetsune iO Tense. — SS 

. tb wi. . Swansea. Pet May 2. OM 
une 17. 


tly 
Harr rea High Court. Pet June 16, 
ig aeiera  te on 
Howes, Thomas, Gt Yarm Boat Owner, Gt Yarpouth, Pet 
June 16. yo, 16. h July 4 12. at Townhall, Gt Yarmou 
. Grocer. Tredegar. 


Johns, Thomas, Ebbw Vale, Monmow . Pet June is, 





Ord J 6. Exam J) 28 at 
wow | Jones, Elisabet Anne, 1 _ »C Fancy Miliner, Bangor. Pet 
Lipman Lionel puiltive: Livernbel Glothier, i Livefpool. Pet June it. Ord Jute 


18. y TE I 12 
Moss, Newton, ieenightah, Saareiin, Birmingham. Pet Jane 17. Oni 


J ~ my: 
N thas . Birmingham, Hatter. Birmingham, Pet June 17. On 





Na x 
Nicoll, Charies, Ad Grocer, set Pot Tihs 17, Oi Jutie 17. Exam 
vi Binoksinith, Windsor, Pet 
Ree bed dene 1%, Bah ale 12 ab 


aon Yorkshire, Innkeéper, Dewsbury. Pet June i7. Ord 

, Devizes, Wiltshire, Outfitter. Bath. Pet June 17, On 

Remfry, George He » Brentwood. # master, Chelmsford. Pet June 
17, Ord June 17, Chelmsford 


Exam Ju : 
Stephesieon, Ja Bridie, ugston spon 
Ord Jane Yat Court House, 
Bat” 


Sutcliffe, Benjamin, St James’ rd, Old Kent Tailor. h Court, Pet June 
16. Ord June 16, Exam July 29 at 11 at 34, ny ide 
Thirket ye coe Norwich, Traveller, Norwich. Ord June 
Thomas Tydfil, p{tiamorganchire. Bookbinder. Merthyr Tyd- 
fil. Pet [Sonn 4. Mert Lynette Bhipbroken. Exam June 30 
Tyne. Pet June 17. ON 


Tully, Charles 
Tone 17. hy = ae ae 
Wickham, Provis, Brighton, Gent. Brighten. Pet April 2. Ord June 
Oo ‘ADM OL, BANKER Esr. D 
RDER FOR ADMINISTRATION IN OF EstaTE OF 
Betteridge, William Childe, Kempsey, Worcestershire, Butcher, Wore 
Pet May 27, Ord June 10. Date of it of Probate or 
tion Mar 28. Official Receiver, Worcester ‘ 


Finest MEETINGS. 


Birks, Edward, and Edward Tu Cheshire, Mineral Water Mann 
bie, Edward, and Bawa Eee cet Sean eeien tacit a, tame 


:— (Separate Estate) Gipokport, Qheahire, Mineral Water Manniae 


obliicr miler, George wiyney, O , Greenigrocer, July 17 at 11.50. Official 
pact ceenes, Wi Lancashire, Clerk in Holy Orders, July @at12. The 
Court- use, Encombe a ph, f ag 
Engels, es, Christians Unio Tufnell Park, Corn Merchant, July 3 at2. & 
rel a ten waa ore tures Desler. July 1at2. Official Reckiver, 
Gidece, € Edward Thornton, Cheltenham, Gent. June 2 at 4. 
Ha, Ener ecaee ve P neomeely Steamship Brokers; Juhe® 
rie : be eV gpe Sane @ ati. The Grand 
oO 


Hedgelan Br WVilliam Martin, Wro T Organ Butider. “July 
farts. Saaeie ear ee 


Jone, Tee, Lew Vale, Mo Grocer. June 28 at 8, The Official 

Sulian, the charg % St George's rd, 

sg ata W a 

Can 

Mieccdver, Exchange a June W at 6. Official 
fone, Inaas Newton, Bi ingh July 1 at & Offidial Receiver, 

Official Recefver, 


une 17. 
or, Geo 
une 17. J 


une 17, 









tt 1 at il. 


apne SE ary Ty, Doshi Tune 90 at 11, Official Reedtver, 
Chae My sleprenatie os Shipbroker, July 7 at 11. County Court, 


all, Ema hig Barbuda my Linco tant Homme Tutie 90 at 2. 


"Wes Ser He ene Yams i est bs elerten, togcnert. ONean County 
‘Wickham, ' : 










2s M4 on 
Dg Geri, Sow = San, i, Cort et ae 


Es" 
160, North st, Brighton on, Gent. Fiily 4 at 9.80. Otticial Receiver, . 


June 28, oe 7 ; 
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_June 28, 1884. 
The foll wing Amended Notice is substituted for that published in the London 
nee, 1 TT inntactarer, Sure 9 at I 
Morley, Yorks’ 0 anufacturer. June at 11. 
setinonivers cheers, Batley 
ApsUD 
Edward, aud Edward jue, 8 rt, Cheshire, Mineral Water Manu- 
en L pr po Pet June 
-. Ed : ads = inst BStord, N Nottinghamshire, Fancy Drapers. 
Blair, Janes ms Kijdlina, Hindley “ar Barnet, Widow. Barnet. Pet May 30. 
sane i, ng, Frederick Drake, Torquay, Fish Dealer. Exeter. Pet Mey 16, Ord 
pay poe prnnan Oat Gake Baker. Oldham. Pet June 18. 
une 
onmouthshire, Ship Store Merchant. Newport 
won rat, nd dune 
homas Saint Margaret, Norfolk, Farmer. Great Yarmouth. 
Peck, 7 aK Julia, 5 Pipes Widow. Barnet. Pet May 30. Ord 
Pigs Ming Merthyr Tydfil, Labourer. Merthyr Tydfiil. PetJunei2. Ord 
—. Thomas, Rhondda Valley, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet June 12. Ord 
Highs, Richard, Festiniog, Merionethshire, Shoemaker. Bangor. Pet May 16. 
eseeds we Lloyd, and John Sutton, Walsall, Staffordshire, Charter Masters. 
Walsall. Pet May 17. Ord June 16 
=e = Ebbw Vale, Monmouthshire, Grocer. Tredegar. Pet June 16. 
une 1 
oe Charles, West Hartlepool, Outfitter. Sunderland. Pet May 2, Ord 
Joye. O Colabeeok, Buckinghamshire, Blacksmith. Windsor. Pet 
mne 1 
mare “Lichhela rd, Child’s Hill, Ironmonger. High Court. Pet May 22. 
Ril John ‘Hen , Halifax, Woolstapler. Halifax. Pet June4. Ord June 
me ae orton Bavant, Wiltshire, F Farmer, Frome, Pet May 18. i. Ord 


Sea oo Richard Benjamin, Plumstead, Kent, Builder. Greenwich. Order 
made under sec 108. Ord June 17 


, Pucklechurch, Gloucestershire, Grocer. Bristol, Pet May 20. 


henson, Tames, Gress | Driffield, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. Kingston upon Hull, 
une®? Ord June i 
Gyula fe, Byaiom jemin, 8t Somer rd, Old Kent rd, Tailor. High Court, Pet June 
y= piere, Chitmark, Wiltebire, Beerhouse Keeper, Salisbury. Pet May 20. 
June } 
Wile, J ?, Liverpool, Builders’ Merchant. Liverpool, Pet April 10. Ord 
une 
RECEIVING Cosas. 

TUESDAY, June 2% 1 
Ardrewes, Aithur Edward Dougias, I Ipswich, lor, Ipswich. Pet June 21. 
Ord June 21. Exam June 9 at I 

orks shire, out of business. Bradford. Pet June 19. 


tel, Worcester, Manufacturing 
oe cane ©. Ord June $0, July 1 at it 
gineer. Bradford. Pet 


, Sam : , E J 19. Ord 
June i9, Bens July ack as oe bic 
Kingston 


ames, Hull, out of business. = Hull. Pet 
June 19, Ord June 19. be 7 at 11 at Townhall, Hu rs 
Conde, Heber Salop, Wheel wright. Wrexham. Pet May 13, Ord June 21, 
oa, sam June Igewich, Paraitare Dealer, Ipswich. Pet June 21. Ord June 
Frith, W: . Corn Merchant, Wells. Pet June 20. Ord 


June 20. 
ton, Queen Victoria st, 


Ji 15 at 12 
Gaskell, John, By, re. ana my 
rd June 20, Exan i Ang! at 11 at 34, 


Court. Pet 4. 
Glover, Ellen, Darlaston, Staffordshire, 


Walsall Lincoln’ y — 
ra dune 26 Tuty ? rewer. ‘eb June 20, 


- J jen =, Laugharne, ¢ Glemarthenshir, Draper. Carmarthen. Pet June 2. 
ww, Chesterfield, Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler. 
8.- Ord June 18. Exam A: 
et May 14. Ord June 2, 
xam June 80 at 12 
Holmes, Edmund ynckoon, eek ~ y Worcestershire, Baker. Worcester. Pet 
Edward Frederick, Weston super Mare, 
Bridgwater. Pet June 19. Ord ‘Sune 19. 
es, Pet Ji yt A 19. June 19. Exam July 2 ita 11 at 34, oute Rother. gh 
t, Charles, Leeds, Lamp Dealer. Leeds. Pet June 19, Ord June 19, Exam 
Sul 16 at op 
Frederick, St John st rd, t Dealer High Court. » 
June 20, pap Ep try ety Mare = 
July 8 at 12 
aaa » Joba, Leicester, Hosier. Leicester. Pet June 20. Ord June 21. Exam 
: , John, Chester, Canal Boatman, Chester. Pet J . . 
Pitchard, Jc 24 at 12 ETRET EL ae 


Heymeng Ernest, Liverpool, Merchant. hacerpeel” 
June 20. Ord J: Sati 
smoun, rea aw, yy in Holy 
Saavon, Matthew . London rd, South’ 
pees, Charies Richard, Gloucester, Carpenter, Glouceste?. Pet June. Ord 
fi 

enton, Isaac, Bradford, Clerk. Bradford. Pet June 18. Ord June 19. Exam 
Ashton under Lyne, Grocer, Preston. Pet June 18. Ord June 


— rs, Willian Henry Susteren’, Master Mariner. Sunderland; Pet June 19. 
June 19. zen July 
4 aL, Berveyee. Sunderland. Pet May 1. Ord June 


i * Exam ye we, 10 


seh Bot an eae, Thomas Sh Ju eat 1 Solicitors. 
‘une 1 Ord SEES & in Hol 
ie Par) th, Cler € 
sar aaa Pet ody eh 19 July 29 at 11 at 34, yam 


— Bet May 30 Grd Se me, Bs 8 erborp e eae Provision Merchant. Court. 
Willis wee, a! 11 ot 96 I ron Lm 
‘Pet Jute e a. Ona June aes rien Ga ll Gt Grimey 
toons Asia s Hoe, Caralann Hee potanaeae ‘s inn 
Pitcham, Surrey, Boot Maker. Croydon. Pet 


van orate OES Nesom Halifax. Pot June 2. Ord June 


®. Exam July 17 





Wells, Isaac A., Syston, Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer. Leitester. Pet June F 
Ord June 19. con 
Dewsbury, 


7. 
by!» ‘rton, Matthew, jun, Yorkshire. Dewsbury. Pet) Jute @. Ord 
une #1. 


iiks, Abraham, jun, Thames st, Iron Merchant. Court. Pét June 
12, Ord June 12. “xa July 2 at 1st St, Lancols inn 8 cn aes 
t uly teat th Stationer. Salford. Pet June 19. Ord 

ne 19. 

a eee 

nee, Thomas, Bradford, out of business. July 2 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 
Ww Hiury, Wisbeah, Cambridgeshire, Bootmaker. July 1 at 10,90. 
cas ati ay bea hothder. July 2 at 11. Official Receiver, 8, 
Croydon, Metal Worker. July 3.at 12. Official Receiver, 


owed , July 1 at 1.90. Official Receiver, St 


nse nate eactee 
ver, #5 Copeuhagen uhagen St, i Worcester - 


sae Ee Gatti. "Ofidal 9. "Offical Recetver 
ott fees atin 
B Castle aac sete 5 wy igh The Grand Hotel, 


Clayton, Samuel, Bradford, Y: July 3 atil. Messrs Killick 
che Bey vs 2atii. The Hall of the 


orcial 
nm, James, ton on Hull, out of business. 
rit orl tay Se teas asi — tg 
Gib Geo! cclvr, Oxegen, Bio Mach July4atil. 33, Carey st, 
quae ian Dariaston, Staffordshire, Boorhouse Keeper, July 4 at 8.15. 
—— ma sn atti, Draper. July 2 at & 6, Quay st, 


tock, George w, Ches Derbyshire, Licensed Victualler. July 
mii jen ates ig, Woroeatershire, Baker, July 4 at 10.30, 


ts Worcester ener July 4 ati. Mr 


alge July 1 at 12. 

a July 1 at2, Official Receiver, 109, 

len, Lolly Larmp Dealer. July $ at 11. Official Receiver, St Andrew's 
reac Clothier. July 2 at 3. Official Receiver, 
AES Cacpeaier. July 1at3. Official Receiver, 
ulna chbrs, Holborn, Solicitor. July 4at1%. Bark- 
M4 a at 11. Official Receiver, Ivegate 
Piotard, John, Le Hosiery Manufacturer. July 4 at 8, Official Receiver, 
pitt Bo ie frat, Devonport ml, Shepherd's Bush, Auctioneer. July iat 
Pri iahatd, Yokn, Chester, Catal Bowtman. July iat 11, Offic) Receiver, Orypt 
< ____, SCENE July 1 at 3. Imperial 
Charles, Ashton wader Lyme, Grocer. July 2 at 1. Official Receiver, 
anes Mariner. July 2 at 12. Official Re- 


of Ne May a, Dey 


ke eae July ati. Official Receiver, Queen 
Wakes 7 Thomas, Henry, Crawford st, Hat Manufacturer, July 1 at 11. 33, 
Walls Hanae 2 Sp ston, Leicestershire, Boot Manufacturer. July 2 at 3. Official 


Leicester 
Wilks, Abralain «Upper Thames st, Ironfounder. July 7 at 12. Bankruptey 


Woodhinus, Thomas, T Penn Bison, Lancsshien, Soliciien. July 2 at 11. 16, 
py aoe July 2 at 12.90. The 
The f tod Notice is substituted for that published in the London 


Samuel vay, Noekingham, Yarn Agen’ Salesman. June 28 at 


F > 
11. cial Receiver, 16, Wood st, 
Tailor. Ipswich. Pet June 21. 


Andrewes, Arthur Edward 
Ord June 21 

Middlesborough, Clothier. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
oes Ord June 20 








Levitt, 
fa  } park row, Leeds 
bigs, Vie 
far, 
ouces' 








— 
Bator, Benjamin ‘ortelade, Sussex, Coal Merchant. Brighton. Pet May 7. 
Colona, Sauey, no fixed abode, no occupation. Northampton. Pet May 23. 
Davies, James Gittins, Rhyl, Flintehire, Painter, Bangor. Pet May % Ord 
Bank Bligh Court, Degen, opny es ths Sete a8 Ge Sais 


PWWrenper Makers, Kings Hull. O2 Press 


1. 
Kingston 
5 Paeae o 
onss* Charles, Ipswich, Furniture Dealer. Ipswich. Pet June 21. On 
Biward Thornton, Cheltenham, Geek Chiliiaham. Furduns 
So East Storehouse. Pet 
THe eee, Be Wont, Geiewee, Greasy. East Stonehouse. Pet 
st, Brunswick sq, Coppersmith, High Cont. Pet 


ee Saas Muachittist.. Nottingham. Pet May . Oni 
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poe oats Ee 


ition, 2 ree. rocer. ay a 
George, Liverpool, Pawnbroker. 


Moms, , ae Blaenau Festiniog, Grocer. 
Moser, Walter sevend, Red 
May 28. Ord Jun 


High “Gonrt. Pet are 17. Ord June 20 
Pet 


Pugh, 
Ord ‘zs 20 


——— Henry, B r. Bristol. 


&mi 
Ord 

Summe' 

ase 21. 


Sarah vane, Consett, Durham, Fruiterer. 
June 9. Ord June 2 


June 


Ord June 18 
W: 


’ Pet May 30. . Ord June 20 


in gE > George James, Manchester, Retail Stationer. Salford. Pet June 19. 


Liverpool. 


Bangor. Pet June6. Ord June 18 
Lion sq, Basket Manufacturer. High Court. Pet 


Neil, =, Soot, Bradford, Yorkshire, Stuff Merchant. Bradford. Pet June 5. 
‘une 
eee Birstal, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. Dewsbury. 
Putchert, John, Chester, Canal Boatman. Chester. Pet June19. Ord June 19 
l, Pet May 30, Ord June19 
hn Frederick, Liverpool, Fruit Broker. Liverpool. Pet March 1. 


Smith, Charles, Regent st, Tailor. High Court. Pet May 5, Ord June 18 
se Elizabeth, Nottingham, Dressmaker. Nottingham. Pet Feb 27. 


ra, Williem Kirton in Lindsey, Lincolnshire, Cattle Dealer. Gt Grimsby. 
Newcastle on Tyne. 
Thomas, Richard, ‘Merthyr Tydfil, Bookbinder. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet June 4, i 
Pisa Fenton, Staffordshire, Beerseller. 


residence cannot be ascertained, Member of the Junior 


Pet , oo 19. Ord June19 
May 27. Ord June 19 


Pet May 26. 


Pet June 17. Ord 





BANKRUPTCY CASES 
| CasES BEFORE THE 
REG 


ISTRARS .- 
CASES OF THE WEEK :— 


Pet 


* BANKRUPTCY 


Ex parte Bath ........sescsesseses 618 
sak Parse Bevel evece-e 618 
re Scott . covccscesecess G18 


5 few! wand y. ’ Hargreaves cocccce MUD 


CONTENTS. 


Re The Norwich Equitable Fire . 
Assura’ 


In re Coop Cooper v. Slight.... ¢ 
EB re The Cat sie ; 


cise 617 
617 





Prerrrityy I APPOINTMENTS 
LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK ... 
LEGAL NEws 


Seer ce esee ecee o+eeees 








ANTES 
LONDON GAZETTES, &C., “ke. oe seceee 





Stoke upon Trent and 
the writer. 


Notices TO CORRESPONDENTS.— All communications intended for publicatig 
in the Souictrors’ JouRNAL must be authenticated by the name and address | 








SCHWEITZ=R’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic: Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest "Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 


The Facul 
f e beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits | 
8) palates keeps for _— in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and Im REALITY CHEAPER than such 


ixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 
Cocoatiwa a La Vani1itz is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer ay -af is prohibited, 


In tins at Is, 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


ronounce it “* the most nutritious, per- | 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE SSR MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
| To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench Corporation of London &c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERP. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
Law Wigs ws frm for ep era Town Clerks, 


d Clerks of the P 
CORPORATION noses, waiveasifn + CLERGY GOWNS 


ESTABLISHED 1689, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 





Sooke 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. Somwsrrzsr & Co., 10. Adam-st., Strand, Tondon, W. 


HAMBERS, Ground Fioor, overlooking 
Temple-gardens, admirably adapted for Solicitor 
ional man. — Messrs. SPILLMAN, 5, Bell- 

yaud, Temple Bar, E.C. 
Mi ecrisns for Illustrating Litigated Cases 


sae rm ga and air or other easements made to 
—F. H. Architectural and 








8. 





UARDIAN FIRE and LIFE OFFICE. 
Head Office—ii1, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, EC. 
Subscribed Capital, £2,000,000. 
DIRECTORS 
CHATRMAN—ALBAN G. H. Grpps, Esa. 
DEPUTY-CHAIRMAN—BEAUMONT W. LUBBOCK, Esq. 
Rowland Nevitt Bennett, | J —_ Hunter, naa 


Lake, Esq. 
Henry Bonham - Carter Rt J. Shaw- 


on. G. 
es F. Devas, ~ 


Lefevre, M.P. 
John B. Martin, Esq. 
eS. R. ving 


8. Hope Bg Esq. 
— 
Powell, Esq. 


ye Prevost, Esq. 





Richard M. Harve => 
Rt. ame J. G. Hubbard, 
Henry Vigne, Esq. 


, * Ae OF FIRE Deranrexet— . 0. Marsden. 
ACTUARY AND SECRETARY—T. G. C. Browne. 
—— oo at present paid ad and in- 


oa Ponds upwards of . 

‘Annual Inccme over 

N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at MIDSUMMER 
ld be renewed at the Head Office, or with the 
Agents, on or before the 9th day of J ULY. 


se COMMERCIAL UNION ASSURK- 
ANCE COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE. 
Capital fully gabscribed ..++.+ase. 








anane 
Other Fu: 
TOTAL INVESTED Hi" ewitbs or TWO 
0 


Total Annual Premium Incomeexceeds .. 1,065,000 
Ourer Orriczs: 19 arp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON,E.C. 
Wauer Evp Orriczs: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.w. 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY, 


Established 1836, 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME AND ABROAD. 
Loxpor: 1, wen E.C. ABERDEEN: 


INCOME & FUND! A ponds — 
a on ies 





3, 


McLAvUCcHLAN 
Engineering Modeller, 19, Dalyell-road, Stockwell, 





Norman,Esq. | 


John G. Talbot, Esq., | 
M.P. 








LIFE ASSOCIATION OF SCOTLAND, 


(For Life Assurance and Annuities.) 


FUN a a .- 22,740,000 
ANNUAL REVENUE ::.. £470,400 

LOANS made on Freeholds, Leaseholds, and other 
Securities, including Life Interests, and Absolute or 
Contingent Reversions. upon Reversions are 
made at annual interest, or in consideration of a 
deferred charge. 

London: 5, Lombard-street, and 123, Pall Mall; 

Edinburgh : 82, Princes-street. 


PERILS ABOUND ON EVERY SIDE. 


THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY, 


64, CORNHILL, 
Insures against age of all kinds, on Land or 


HE LARGEST INVESTED CAPITAL, 
THE LARGEST INCOME, 


EST AMGONT OF ¥ COMPENSATION 
of any Accidental Assurance 
HAIRMAN :—HARVEY M. FARQUE » Esa. 


Apply to the Clerks st, the the Railway Stations, the 
mts, or 
West-end Office:—8, Granp Horet BUILDINGS, 
Cuapeus feed 





Head Office :—#, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 
WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. 
ESTABLISHED 1851. 


IBKBEOK Bam ER. — 
Southampton-bnuildings, 
Ourrent Accounts opened accordin; ice 
of other Bankers, an 
monthly ces when not drawn — £50. Nocom- 
mission charged for keeping Accounts. The Bank also 
receives money on Deposit at Three = Cent. Interest, 
repayable on demand. The Bank undertakes for its 
Customers, free of charge, the custody es gee Writings. 
and other Securities and Valuables ion oO 
Bills of Exchan a and ene and the 
urchase and sale of Stocks and Shares. of 
redit and Circular Notes issued. 
A Pamphlet, Ss i iculars, on application. 
RAVENSOROPT, Manager. 





3lst March, wo 


USNs your HOUSES or APART- 
MENTS TRU SOUT oe 
MOEDER’S HIRE 8 YSTEM. 
The original, and most liberal. 
Cash prices. Eounded 4.0. — iv 
Illustrated priced Catalogues, tt full particulars of | to 
F. MOEDER, 249, and 250, Tottenham-court- 
road, and 19, 20, 21, Morwell-street, W. Estab- 





[* you want Money without Fees—amor 
£10 to £1,000—before a) epplying elsewhere see 
HILTon, personally if possible, 40, Great Tower-st 


ANTED, a Gentleman of Cupital 4 
Finance owners of property to £16,000 on 

acres of land at sea-side, and £13,000 builders’ 
vances, with guarantee ; also £6,000 to owner on 4 
acres of land near London and a large town, and £5 
to builders, with tee ; also on 30 acres 
London, £15,000 to owner and £15,000 building 
vances, with guarantee; also £25,000 on a #& 
Quarry, with la output. Profit income ab 
12,000 ayear. All the before-mentioned are near 
way stations; state terms —Address, W. W. Ha 
2, Finsbury-square, London, E.C. 


DVOWSON WANTED. — Wanted, 
Purchase, an Advowson in the coy Wes of Eng 

near London preferred.—Address Z., care 
W. W. Orr, 2, Essex-court, Middle nea } 


A BARRISTER of six years’ standi 
with considerable experience in Conveya 
desires to me a Solicitor, and would be elad 

Purchase a Share in a well-established Bus 
where his Pa or ll of Conveyancing would be 
viceable. He youd in uce Business, and; | 
thought desirable, apital also. — Address, E 
Office “‘ Solicitors’ sont 27, Chancery-lane, 


AW PRAOTICE or Fabr. 'NERSHIP 
Wanted, by a Boticiber. 36 (Certificated | 
rs, Graduate of Cambri dge, Commissioner, kes 
ractice or Share capable of increase. fors 
rome had control of a large staff and the conduc 
eavy Common Barand Chancery matters. Thek h 
est references ee aud required.—Replies to } 
The Legal Club, Outer Temple, London, W.C. 


AW OOAOCH.—A Barrister Coaches i 
Chambers for the Bar, Solicitors’, and all Leg 
Examinations. pe aS pil taken ‘se 
Address, B. Z. 4, Readi oom, Inner Temple. 


AW.— A Gzntleman (Admitted). 
London experience, desires an Engagem2nt 
or out of London as a Managing or General 
with or without supervision. —Address, D. T. 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Ohancery-tane. 























AW.—A G-ntleman, exverienced in Comma 
Law and General Practice, and accustomed 
Advocacy, desires an E ment in a So ‘icité 
=~ in or near London. Admitted.— Ad 
Z., Office of this Paper. 


M R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to# 
cessfully Prepare Privately, in Class 
through the Post, for the Solicitors’ Prelimin 

Intermediate, and Final Examinations. <At the 
Final one of Mr. Uttley’s pupils obtained Honours.—& 
dress, mce-street, Albert-square, Manche 





“a 





NIVEBSITIES, Oivil Service Legal. 
A. PB ange baie wegen and other eS 
from m of age prepar 
Tutor and Public E: anainer db ubatines yaund exp 
ence; late ma of his College.—Rev. W. H. Ra 
LANDSON, M » Great Braxted Rectory, Wit 


ve 
; 





Ooms. —To Executors, Solicitors 
St Gr Becond hand B [ERAN . oe 
Tan oe 00) ers, are pre 
mand W. Seon LIB , or Smaller Colle 
af Bog 


alue in Cash 
ce expense to vend 





either in town or country, and to 
Experien Beg BA e 
Removal without trouble or ; 
(Established 1816.) 


















Pe 








